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ABOUT THIS REPORT

This report presents an assessment of the U.S. Office

of Education's National Drug Education Training Program,

which began as a limited and terminal one-year effort. Less

than halfway through the program's expected and planned for

life, however, new legislation and supplemental monies pro-

vided by Congress made it possible to add additional categories

of program services to the original one-shot effort. Thus

both the context and the nature of the program were changed.

Nevertheless, the assessment effort, for contractual

purposes, had to continue to measure progress against the

original intents. The quantitative figures presented here

constitute the final report of the original assessment task.

But this is more than a final report. The basic purpose-

related structure of the information collection and analysis

process the contractor had initially established made it pos-

sible to provide information that had multiple uses in manage-

ment of the program. When the program context changed, this

factor enabled the Office of Education to utilize the assess-

ment information as a continuing adjunct to program management.

Thus, much of the quantitative data that would normally be the

backbone of a traditional research or evaluation report was
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provided throughout the year in a series of interim reports,

both formal and informal. These reports were required to sup-

port the rapidly changing needs of the federal decision-makers.

The "results," therefore, of the 1970-71 program already have

been influenced by feedback from the process that was designated

for measuring them.

Consequently, this report has a dual nature. It is a

final report, as already stated; but in terms of a larger mana-

gement process, which the tables and figures reflect, this may

be considered a progress report of a continuing program that

has been prepared from the viewpoint of a participant-observer.

The fundamental question at which the original assessment was

aimed is relevant for both purposes:

Were the program management strategies employed

in the Z970-7Z National Drug Education Training

Program valid as ways to initiate a coordinated

national attack on a critical social problem?

Due to the limitation of resources and time, it could not

be hoped that this assessment effort could measure final impact

at the level of the potential drug abuser. It was, however,

recognized that it was at this level that the eventual success

or failure of the drug training program would be determined.

To assist those who must make these ultimate judgments, the

words of program participants reacting to the program at its

various levels are provided throughout the report as indices

of expectation and impact.
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FEDERAL EXPECTATIONS

The National Drug Education Training Program
as perceived at its Inception*

(THE PROBLEM)

"...While the problem of drug abuse is not a new phe-
nomenon---The dimensions of the_problem have, however,
in recent years reached frightening proportions in the
United States. Virtually no city, town or community
can consider itself immune..."

"...There does not seem to be a single explanation which
accounts for the existence of the problem. Drug abuse
is a complex phenomenon...Taking drugs is often the "in"
thing to do for young people, and even those who do not
belong to the user subculture are aware of its existence
while parents and teachers are not. Consequently, lec-
turing about the dangers inherent in drug abuse or using
"scare" tactics will not alleviate the problem or reverse
the trend. They can often in fact make matters worse..."

(ANTICIPATED WAYS TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEM)

"...In looking at the problem of drug abuse among our young
people, there are certain key assumptions which must be
kept in mind...First of all, it is not a drug problem as
much as it is a "people" problem. We are not about to train
teachers as drug experts but, hopefully, as "people" experts.

"...Second, is the need to provide school personnel who are
in direct contact with youth with the information, under-
standing and skills to deal with the problem. Accurate up-
to-date information about drugs and drug use is one aspect
of the need. Just as important is the necessity to help
teachers and parents develop the insights, skills and tech-
niques which are effective in dealing with the attitudes,
values, life styles and problems of contemporary youth.
Adults must learn how to listen to and to communicate effec-
tively with youth and in so doing will need to re-examine
their own values..."

"...In all of this, human and open communication is needed
between youth and adults, between parents and children,
between teachers and students..."

*Excerpts from a Speech by USOE Assoc. Commissioner Don Davies,
April, 1970.
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II ...Next, we must appreciate the potent force of peer
pressure. The involvement of youth in any drug education
program is of paramount importance..."

"...In order for a drug abuse program to be succesaful,
educators and citizens must face the fact that a severe
community-wide problem exists. All segments cf the com-
munity should be actively involved if there is to be a
solution to the problem..."

(ORIGINAL EXPECTATIONS FOR SUCCESS)

"...Three and one half million dollars is obviously not
going to train all teachers and administrators in the
country. It must therefore be viewed as seed money or as
a catalyst designed to stimulate supplementary efforts by
States and localities.

"...If (the multiplier concept is utilized), more than
150,000 local educators and 75,000 youths, as well as a
large number of school community leaders can be trained
in teams within the school year 2970-7l.

"...There is no assumption that this training will produce
drug education experts. It is more than a teacher training
program. The intent is to train State teams to be able to
effectively train local teams to return to their school
communities to analyze the drug problem and needs at the
local level, to identify the resources available, to con-
sider possible approaches, and to organize a total school-
community effort for effective drug education training..."

...What happens eventually at the local level is, of course,
the crucial thing. We should not delude ourselves into
thinking that as a result of this year's activity we may
expect to be able to record a significant drop in the inci-
dence of drug abuse among our young people. I believe,
however, as a result of activity generated at the grassroots
level because of this program that we might in five years or
so be able to point to its effects on drug abuse with some
certainity..."

...However, if because of this year we have made some
positive changes in the behavior of teachers; if we have
in some way helped to bridge the communication gap between
the generations; if we have just made some schools more
exciting, places to be because of our premise that this is
an educational problem and a "people" problem, then, I be-
lieve we can point to this program as a success. After all,
the Nation's concern about drug abuse might just be the Tro-
jan Horse, which inside the walls of the Establishment, may
be instrumental in the improvement of education to make it
more responsive to basic human needs..."
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THE NATIONAL DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES

1970 - 71

In the early spring of 1970, the problem of drug abuse,

especially among young people, had assumed extremely serious

proportions. Federal agencies of many types were involved

in investigating ways in which they might be able to assist

in meeting the challenge this problem presented.

On March 11, 1970 President Nixon issued a statement

outlining a range of federal actions aimed at the drug abuse

problem. One of the major points of the expanded federal

effort he announced was the National Drug Education Training

Program. This $3.:i miUion program would be administered. by

the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development of the U.S.

Officc of Education.

The Bureau (BEPD) had explored several avenues for

dealing with the fact that most schools were not prepared

to teach the dangers of drug abuse. Teachers needed training,

curriculum materials were in short supply, and most adults,

including teachers, lacked the experience to fully understand

the problem. The program that BEPD planners had developed

combined features of several previous EPDA programs with which

they had had successful experience. Among these features were

the establishment of a leadership group representing multiple
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disciplines to provide both guidance and technical assistance,

and the implementation of a "multiplier" program of training

that would permit limited resources to affect the greatest

number.

The situation that faced the Office of Education was as

follows:

1) They had becil given one piece, dissemination of

information to educators, of a complex, multi-

faceted social problem.

2) They were to train virtually every teacher and

school administrator by June, 1971. This enormous

task was further complicated by the fact that they

re-defined their target to include all who could

have an effect on young people: community leaders,

lay people, parents, and youth themselves.

3) Resources were limited. If allotted on a per capita

basis confined to just teachers alone, there would

be less than a 70 per person available for training.

4) Time for plenning was limited. States would have

only a few weeks for proposal preparation and staff

identification.

5) This had to be a one-time effort. There were no

plans for additional funds or follow-up the next

year.

11
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6) A single federal model for the training, even if it

could be developed, could not be forced upon the

states. The program had to be flexible enough to

allow for differences in individual state capabilities

and needs, and yet had to provide some assurance that

the goals of the program would be met.

In order to deal with the dimensions of this initial task,

the Bureau capitalized on its prior experience and planning

and established first a Leadership Training Institute. This

group, known as the National Action Committee, (NAC) was formed

to provide leadership; technical assistance; and aid in program

planning, development, monitoring, and evaluation. The com-

mittee included representatives from the fields of education,

medicine, law, social work, and the behavioral sciences. Youth

were included, and members were drawn from different ethnic

groups and from both the public and private sectors.

The National Action Committee immediately undertook the

sponsorship of a national training workshop to develop details

of the national program with the representatives of all the

states. Subsequently, four National Training Centers were

established for training of the state teams during the summer

of 1970.

At that time in the program's development, the most

important product of the broadened base of experience pro-

vided by the National Action Committee and the Office of

12
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Education personnel was the establishment of a set of condi-

tions that they felt would help to assure success. These

conditions. have been called, at various times, "basic assump-

tions," "program components," "principles," and "program

strategies." In effect they were ways to assure (1) a suf-

ficient base of human experience and understanding in each

training project and (2) the proper relationships that would

permit those human resources to be applied with maximum effect.

As suggested in the speech excerpted on pages 1 and 2,

these conditions or strategies were as follows:

-- Involvement of youth in planning and implementation

-- School-community cooperation and involvement

-- Multi-agency cooperation

- - A multi-disciplinary team approach to training

- - The commitment of additional local and state resources

- - A "multiplier" training program, in which each

trainee became a trainer.*

The one-time nature of the program and the limited

funding necessitated that the National Action Committee's

responsibility for monitoring and formal evaluation of the

program could not be a major concern during the early months

of planning. Their first problem was not to measure effec-

tiveness, but to assure it. The approach that was ultimately

taken to meet this need is summarized below.

*These are not intended to be'neressarily mutually exclusive cate-
gories. An attempt has been made, however, to put these strat-
egies into a manageable framework with an initial listing of
operational indicators. This is provided as an appendix to
Section IV of this report.
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Assessment Strategies

In initial meetings with the assessment contractor, the

NDETP staff had to face head-on the problem of how it would

organize and use its resources to gather the information re-

.quired to operate the program. Many evaluation and monitoring

purposes were defined and ranked in terms of management needs

and resource constraints.

Program management was faced with several considerations.

It needed- -

1) Information to determine whether the major program

goal was attained: How many people would be reached

by the program?

2) Information that would permit it to adjust its

management strategies during the year in order to

home-in on its goals: Were the methods and processes

it recommended feasible ways to deal with the problem?

3) Information from the field that would permit it .to

identify technical assistance needs: What types of

problems were being encountered in implementing projects?

4) Information to provide to local and state projects

that would help them to relate their efforts to the

overall federal objectives: How could they provide

a goal-oriented, "shaping" influence for the many

projects that had to be initiated with inadequate

time for planning?

(
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These needs, and the constraints imposed by lack of

adequate time and money, resulted in decisions which, in

effect, made it possible to deal with these fundamental in-

formation requirements as part of a correlated process rather

than fragmenting them by such traditional categories as

evaluation, monitoring, and field reports.

The National Action Committee members would provide the

field work for the assessment; state and local project directors

would do much of the "coding" of their information through

the use of a taxonomy provided by the assessment contractor;

and the contractor would provide the rationale, structure and

instruments for an information utilization system which would

provide indices of impact, "shaping" effects on programs in

the field, and measures of the effectiveness of the process

strategies being used.

Assessment Methodology

Several evaluative strategies were explored by the

E. F. Shelley and Company, Inc. staff. A quasi-experimental

design with pre-and-post measures of a sample of the ultimate

targets--students in the classroom--was rejected because of

the limited expected influence of the training program on that

target within the one-year period. Also excluded was a simple

collection of numbers and names of program participants. While

this would yield the desired quantitative data, it would not

permit the documentation of program effects and their relation-

ship to program activity.

15
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A decision was made to use the Discrepancy Evaluation

Model* as the underlying rationale for this evaluation. The

model was chosen because it ensured maximum local initiative

in the design and revision of programs simultaneous with the

collection of management information for both program improve-

ment and program assessment purposes. As a tool in a goal-

oriented program, the use of discrepancy evaluation would make

it possible to determine the variance between expectations and

outcomes at key stages in the process. Such data could provide

decision-makers at all levels with information with which to

serve a multiplicity of purposes.

It was recognised from the beginning that the model could

not be applied fully because the one-year terminal nature of

the program would not permit the iterative recycling of informa-

tion between federal and state program levels. The partial

application, however,_ during the one-year period, would help

shape the planning or design of local programs by setting up

purpose-related information structures; would permit the

monitoring of much of the on-going process; and would provide

a base of information which might have use if the government

were again to establish similar programs.

The value of this initial approach was soon to become

apparent when, with the passage of the Drug Education Act of

1970, the Office of Education resources and requirements

*Discrepancy Evaluation, Malcom Provus, John McCuthan
Publishing Corp., 1971.
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changed. Information was required for planning of new pro-

gram components, for budget hearings, for guideline preparation,

and for staff training purposes. It was possible to handle

most of these new requirements from the information structure

that had been established with only a minimal addition of

resources.

A detailed description of the forms design, field testing,

information collection, and analysis as well as the information

related management support provided under this contract, is in-

cluded in Section II of this report.

SUMMARY OF ACCOMPLIS}tMENTS

1970 - 71

The National Drug Education Training Program was born of

urgency and uncertainty as to how to effiactively deal with the

drug problem. The uniqueness of this factor -- which required

the development of a cooperative problem solving approach

rather than the usual delivery system for solutions -- is

discussed more fully in Section IV.

What the program represented was a dramatic experiment

in rapidly harnessing resources to serve specific purposes in

the face of indeterminate methods. Evidence collected in this

assessment suggests that the program was not only a success in

terms of the original expectations of impact, but also in terms

of the original assumptions of how to bring people together

to deal effectively withsocial problems. These assumptions

can serve as the format for summarizing the accomplishments of

the 1970-71 program.

17
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Multiplier Process

...If (the multiplier concept is utilized),
more than 150,000 local educators and
75,000 youths, as well as a large number
of school community leaders can be trained
in teams within the school year 1970-71.

April, 1970

The multiplier concept envisions a pyramid in which

information is spread to greater and greater numbers through

a series of instruction levels, with trainees at one level

becoming trainers at the next level. An inspection of

state training designs indicates at least three levels were

used to define multiplier effect in most states -- the state,

county (or regional/multi-county) and local levels. That

more trainees were produced at each succeeding level of

effeCt is confirmed by inspection of TABLES 3 and 3a.*

Of the 415,698 persons who were reported as affected

by the NDETP in 1970-71 less than half a percent (.5%) were

at the state level, one percent (1%) were at county levels,

nine percent (9%) were listed as community personnel,

twenty six percent (26%) were local educational personnel,

and sixty three percent (63%) were young people in both

trainer and learner roles.

TABLE 2 shows that state project directors expected to

reach 8,458 total school districts (out of 17,237 potential

operating school districts in the United States and

Territories) by June 3n, 1971. By September 1, 1971, 5,516

school districts had been reached in the 33 states and

*All tables are included in Section II.
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territories that had submitted reports. The number of

non-reporting states (22) may account for the lack of

expected participation of 3,000 school districts, but never

the less, these figures are not so disparate as to throw

doubt on the validity of the multiplier concept.

What was the importance of the training programs on

the people in these communities? Generally, respondents

indicated they had been affected by the State Drug Education

Training Programs in the direction of NDETP goals.

By September 1971, it was possible to obtain three

samples of program effects in 52 states which were willing

to provide the contractor with minimal population charac-

teristics and program descriptions. These samples were too

small to permit interstate comparisons except for 13 states

in the last sample. In all, 1,741 individual responses were

analyzed. Approximately 7% of the sample said they had not

been in a formal drug education program. (The questionnaire

used made no specific reference to NDETP. Indeed, except

for the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire, the

respondent had no knowledge of the origin of the questionnaire,

the program which it was evaluating, or even its formal

purpose -- though purpose was inferable.)

Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents said that their

"knowledge concerning drugs had increased within the past

year". Seventy-three percent (73%) said they were "presently

19
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engaged in some aspects of drug education or rehabilitation".

Perhaps the most significant evidence of program impact was

in the area of personal motivation. Seventy six percent

(76%) of respondents indicated that as an outcome of training

they experienced a personal feeling "that action can and

should he taken now to begin to solve the problem." This

was complemented by the indication that close to seventy

percent (70%) also felt an increase in the specific knowledge

they had acquired regarding "actions to be taken at the local

level."

Figures can not tell the whole story of the multiplier

process however. As a dissemination device, a multiplier

can spread bad information as well as good. There was

supporting evidence though in both the in-depth observations

of seven states and the comments attached to returned

training outcomes questionnaires that the program had

achieved its expected impact at the local level.

...During all my years in the field of ed-
ucation, I have nt:oer been as intricately
involved in a program that has had as much
impact on the local level, on teachers,
students, community professionals and other
educational support personnel.

It's been a fantastic experience...truly
effecting hundreds of individuals...

School Administrator

...I also learned- how to relate to my own
children better - Now I want to understand
them better - t . tell you the truth, I didn't

* Unless otherwise indicated, all quotations are from Section III,
Observations of the Multiplier Process in 7 States.
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think I could really understand them because
I didn't think they wanted me to. Now I know
I need to help them grow and I learned that
kids want help in growing...

Parent

...I have never experienced being such a
pivotal figure in any community project and
I must say, I have never seen our community
react so acceptingly to any educational
program or project that has ever taken place.
Of course, I've never been exposed to such an
effective project myself. I can't believe
how kids, teachers, parents, all get in so
heavily, become so committed, exhibit so much
concern, and share so much energy...

Guidance Counselor

But there was also evidence that the information was not

flowing smoothly in some states.

...I would not really consider this any
type of training. A fellow teacher merely
presented us with some information about
drugs, told us where to go for more infor-
mation about drugs, and told us what she
was going to do in her classes. It was
interesting but I really didn't learn any-
thing I didn't already know...

Teacher

...I think that if I had learned more about
how the State Department of Education wanted
me to do what they asked me to do, it would
have been a better course. I just did the
same thing to my students as they had done
to me...

Professor

...The State Leadership Team isn't very
effective merely because they don't seem to
be cognizant of or aware of what doesn't
work. I think that if we know what doesn't
work, we can look for new ways of presenting
information...

Regional Coordinator

...It was mentioned by various speakers that
there were hopes that this program would meet
some of the unmet needs of our students and

21
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community people. However, I don't feel
that anything was modeled at the State
Conference that would facilitate the
achievement of this objective. It may be
that accidentally this objective will be
met in some counties, but I don't feel that
any structured portion of the design aims
toward this...

College Teacher

...When I said that I would go to the
State Training Session, I had no idea that
.T would have to go back to my University to
teach two courses. I think we should have
known that this is what the State Department
expected of us before we even went...

Professor

There were comments from many states which suggested

that the time spent on training and planning at the local

level was inadequate.

...It was not as good as the one on the
Local District Level that I went to, but
we only had two days. It's hard to fit
everything in, in two days...

Teacher

This problem may be caused by a limited perception of

the multiplier concept. Viewing it as a delivery system

alone -- a tool for disseminating or spreading -- may lead

to an expectation that resources will thin-out as the

furthest extremes are approached. Dissemination however,

is only the government's concern. Those who are at points

closest to the impact of the problem are more rightly con-

cerned with access -- access to the resources which will

permit them to deal with the problem. One is not the inverse

of the other.

The difference in the two approaches can be illustrated

with an analogy taken from a fuller discussion of this concept
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in Section IV. If General Foods took as its role delivering

to every family in the nation foods that each required to \

meet its daily nutritional needs, the corporation would go

bankrupt. Instead, it delivers its products to storage

points where the individual family will have access to them,

and from which the nutrition decision-maker can choose what

is necessary to meet the particular needs of her family.

Choice and control are at the level where needs are best

known, and services are not "delivered" to those who do not

need them.

This "bottom up" way of viewing the multiplier process

may explain the frequent evidence of effective local impact

in states where the dissemination process had proved faulty.

While the Office of Education was restricted to one channel

(the NDETP) for putting forth its resources, the local

community had no such limits. The startling figures presented

in subsequent pages regarding the additional resources which

were generated locally suggests that communities could, and

did, "jump" levels of the pyramid, or even leave it completely,

in order to deal with their needs.

23
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Team Approach

...Perhaps the most crucial aspect of the
training model here described is the
selection of teams...Teama should be
interprofessional and interdisciplinary
in nature. Experience in the general area
of drug education will be helpful but is
not essential. Classroom teachers, admin-
istrators, community leaders, Community
action representatives, school counselors,
school psychologists, selected ex-addicts,
parents, professionals, young people
(college undergraduates, high school
graduating seniors, Vista volunteers,
teacher corp members, for example,) might
be members of a team. The real criterion
for including a given individual on a team
is his ability to relate and work with
peer groups and, with youth.

April, 1970

The rationale for the utilization of teams lay in the

previously mentioned unique nature of the drug problem. The

fact that there are few adults today who have had adequate

experience in dealing with either the causes of drug use or

its effects made it mandatory that knowledge, skills, and

experience be combined effectively if the problem were to be

ameliorated.

Information about the composition of state teams is

found in TABLE 1. Although team size varied from 2 to 36

persons at the state level, most states had less than two

fulltime employees assigned to teams. Two states did not

mount teams. A common characteristic of a state team was

that they were comprised primarily of parttime people.

An inspection of TABLE ld shows a wide array of

team member affiliations and backgrounds from professionals
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in state agencies to both "street" and "straight" youth.

These were people who had the expertise of a professional

and the experiences of an arduous social existence to con-

tribute to the training program.

Coordination of the state programs was generally in

the hands of State Department of Education personnel. Thirty-

four (34) of fifty-five (55) state coordinators also

functioned as the state team leaders. TABLES la and lb show

that although most of the team leadership emanated from the

State Department of Education, there was a range of

experience that included, among others, a juvenile services

officer, a university professor, a public school teacher, and

an individual with a public health background.

The quantitative evidence is sketchy as to the composition

of teams below the state level of training. However, there

were indicators in the Training Outcomes analyses and the in-

depth observations that are pertinent.

The field observer had noted that teamwork -- the

ability for individuals to work cooperatively toward common

goals -- did not occur automatically when individuals are

placed together. What was required were experiences during

training which established these new relationships and

encouraged cooperative functioning. The Training Outcomes

questionnaire asked respondents whether they had received

specific training in the "creation and operation of task-

oriented teams." Only 40%.indicated they had. It would

25
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appear that the extent and nature of training for team

building should be given further thought. Factors which

relate to this would include a clear understanding of

purposes, and selection criteria related to those same ends.

...Sufficient information was not given to
the superintendents so that the most re-
sourceful people within the local district
be identified...

Teacher

...Because the team hand picked the trainees,
we were able to arrive at a common philosophy,
that is, that drugs are merely a symptom of a
problem. This in itself was a major accomplish-
ment, to get a group of such high powered indi-
viduals to agree on one such basic thing...

University Instructor

...We should have had better defined selection
criteria for the participants, and we could have
had more support from the higher ups.

There is need for the involvement of people
who have greater decision-making roles in
this program than our team members have...

School Administrator

The comments of state and local program participants

leave little doubt that the effectiveness of the team strategy

can be felt when it is properly applied. Moreover, the

absence of team cooperation can also be discerned at the

local level.

...The clash between the team members, and the
competition for control of the training session
was evident. The clash of the team members
caused a watering down of the whole program.
One team member wanted to call all the shots.
On the whole, this wasn't all a bad thing be-
cause it is a real problem in any team effort...

University Instructor

...Most of the time we worked in groups with
the state team members working as group leaders.
They are the ones that got us to discuss the
issues that have to be worked through before
people can work together as a team. For a
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group of people to become a team, you really
have to understand individual differences
and know why you are working together.
Our team is just great. I've really
gotten to love each one of them for what
they are...

Community Professional

...The most beneficial portion of the
program was the opportunity to relate to
youth and other professionals sharing a
concern for the same issue, drug use. I
learned much more about why the youth feel
the way they do than I ever expected to.

I truly wish that this type of training
could be had by all teachers, students, and
community people. However, I think that
the people running the program had problems
among themselves. They weren't organized
enough. More time should have been spent
in planning...

School Administrator

...In reality we are working against each
other, not with each other. It's hard to
pretend. Kids know weare not together. It
is so obvious that we fight each other. I

think someone should come from the outside
and help us get it together...

Team Member

...I really can't evaluate the whole
program because each member of the team
(1 student, 2 teachers, 1 community person)
presented a different lecture and we didn't
always go to each other's. However, I did
get a letter from one of the mothers
saying that they enjoyed the program very
much...

Teacher

...The students seemed to be interested in
the topic. I invited consultants in to speak
on their specialities as they related to the
drug problem. A doctor, a lawyer, a pharmacist,
college students, and someone from the State
Department of Education all came in, to speak
to my students. They seemed to enjoy this and
I feel that having these lecturers come in was
the most advantageous thing I did. I could
have never presented the information from all
of those areas as well as they did. This was the
the first time Fever did that in any of my
graduate classes...

University Professor



22.

School-Community Cooperation

...In order for a drug abuse program to be
successful, educators and citizens must
face the fact that a severe community-wide
problem exists. All segments of the
community should be actively involved if
there is to be a solution to the problem...

April, 1970

It has been noted that these management or process

strategies are not mutually exclusive. Home-school

cooperation, inter-agency cooperation, and youth involvement

might be considered as sub-strategies of the general team

approach which was taken in this program.

Cooperation among homes, schools, and communities was

a particularly important part of the NDETP design. The

behavior of young people which they were mutually attempting

to influence was a product of the influence of the over-

lapping home, school and community environments. It required

that they recognize their common interest and their inter-

dependence if any one of them were to have an effect.

An examination of TABLES 3 and 3a indicates that a

significent proportion of reported trainees -- 37,664 --

were representative of community and home interests. This

would appear to be supportive of the broadened definition of

"educational personnel" which the Bureau of Educational

Personnel Development applied to this training program. State

team make-up, as shown in TABLE ld also reveals heavy involve-

ment of community-oriented persons.

The Training Outcomes Questionnaire was not designed to

obtain a high degree of specific information about community
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participation, however, there is an indication that

educators view this relationship as having greater importance

than do other categories of respondents.

As with the other cooperative strategies, participant

comments suggest that the values of school-communitl

cooperation can be learned through exposure to both good

and bad examples.

...I think that this would have been a great
program if we had students and parents there
with the teachers. After participating in
this program and then participating in the
one for the students and also the one for the
parents, I realized that they should have
been mixed together. The same things discussed
and felt by the teachers were also expressed by
both the students and the parents...

Teacher

...I really learned a lot in the course. It
was great to have teachers, students, and
community people working together. The adults
could be much more objective than the students
and I think this objectivity is important but
the students also contributed much from their
experiences and their friend's experiences...

Teacher

...The mixture of students, educators and
community people was good. Almost everytime
a problem comes up, we find ourselves blaming
the structure of our school districts. This
is not fair. The schools are not totally
responsible. The entire community is...

Student

...There should have been more parents and
community people invited to take part in the
training. The teachers and school admin-
istrators wasted a lot of time protecting
themselves, their expected roles, rather than
interactivity with the students. This aspect
of personal interaction between adults and
youth is essential, along with the learning
of factual information if the drug dilemma is

29
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to be looked at objectively. Being
defensive helps no one. All it allows
for is further polarization...

local School Administrator

...I learned how the people came in

contact with drugs. Each user of drugs has
different reasons. There is no set form
or pattern. This is why it is so hard to
treat the problem. The young people know this
so that when there is a drug education program
in the schools, they sometimes know more
than the educators. That is why teachers,
students, and parents should all learn
together...

Community Professional

...I am working as a group discussion leader
for kids who have problems with alcohol.
They come over to my house every Sunday for
meetings, and some other adults with similar
problems come too. I still meet with the
team once during the week to let them know
how my group is going and I hear about how
their groups are going.

I don't know how we never did this before.

It was always that I wanted to help out kids,
but I guess I just didn't know how. I wouldn't
give this up for anything.

If every community could have the spirit we
have, the support we have been to each other!
Young, old, middle-age, everyone.

God, I guess, is really alive around here in

every single person. It's like a miracle.
Things have really changed since this whole
thing started about four months ago...

Parent

...I learned to be a bit more tolerant of
people. I became more aware of other people.

I always knew that other people were important,
but I don't think I knew how important or
maybe I didn't think that they were as important

as me. That is a .eal difficult thing for me
to admit...

Teacher
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Inter-Agency Cooperation

...The intent is to train state teams to be
able to effectively train local teams to
return to their school communities to analyze
the drug problem and needs at the local level,
to identify the resources available, to
consider possible approaches, and to organize
a total school-community effort for effective
drug education training...

April, 1970

The strategy of promoting cooperation among social

agencies in a community has to take into account the fact

that most agencies tend not to define themselves in terms of

the goals they seek, but rather by the dissimilarity of the

means they apply to reach them. Competition for the

community's human services dollar further discourages

effective cooperation or coordination.

Information in TABLE ld indicates that most states

involved persons from other state and local agencies as parti-

cipants in the planning and implementation of the state drug

education training program. Additionally, TABIE lc suggests

the diversity in the backgrounds of the consultants used to

support the state level training programs. Although the

nature of the formal relationships cemented through this

activity is unknown it seems safe to assume that improved

relations have occurred. In support of this, at least three

State Teams gave heavy emphasis to collaborative relations

between educators and law enforcement officials as a basis

for training. In other states this occurre.. at the local

level.

31
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...This experience was the greatest thing
that has ever happened to me. I've been
a policeman for /5 years and I've gone to
every kind of training program I could
possiblely attend. The police department
sends men for all types of training. Well,
this program was the best I ever went to.
When I got back, I told our captain that
every policeman should go through it...

Policeman

...At first, I tried to figure out what
was happening. I knew community people
were going to be at the training session,
but I coundn't figure out what they would
be doing there. I guess I just didn't
know - because it wouldn't have been one-
half as good as it was without them Clere.
They play such an important role in our
community and I had really never thought
about it before. The guy in our group
was a policeman. The kids grew to love him
30 much. The whole thing was just unreal.
Now he comes to the school to rap with
the kids about different kinds of problems...

Teacher

As was the case with the provision of training

experiences which would facilitate team relationships, there

were frequent notations in the in-depth studies of the need

for skills that would promote cooperation among organizations.

Both state and local leaders apparently felt the need for

assistance on organizational development.

...We gave team members directions, we told
them what we wanted them to do upon returning
to their communities, but what we did not do
was teach them how to do it. It is a

"difficult involves process but one which must
be struggled through if we are seriously
committed to the multiplier effect...

State Team member
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The payoff of this form of collaborative effort can

be observed from the comments of some of those who experi

enced it.

...This is the first time I've really seen
inter-agency cooperation in this county. It
was just so refreshing to see teachers, students,
parents, and community people working together
who are all concerned about the same problem.
This is something I read about as being the
best way to deal with a problem but the first
time I've really seen it done...

Welfare Social Worker

...I would like very much to see more workshops
like this one. They are badly needed in our
community. More groups of people made up of all
professions like ours was, should get together
to work this issue out for themselves. It's
not an easy job, but it really pays off in the
end...

Policeman

...It was just great seeing students, school
administrators, the police, teachers, and
parents all working on trying to really
understand each other and learn real factual
information together. I could ;,,(rdly believe
it...

Teacher
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...Next, we must appreciate the potent force
of peer pressure. The involvement of youth
in any drug education program is of paramount
importance...

April, 1970

Youth involvement in team training was an important part

of the national strategy. The program had established as an

expectation that involvement of young people in planning,

implementation and as trainers would provide mutual benefits.

They would bring to the programs a base of experience and a

view of the world which most adults could not have. At the

same time they would be afforded the opportunity to bear

interdependent responsibility for dealing with a major

community concern.

The benefits were equally felt:

learned that in order to learn about
drugs, it is important to talk with and
listen to the problems of youth. Anyone
can help in working with this issue if they
are willing to understand what the kids are
thinking about. It doesn't make any
difference what profession one is in or
whether or not they are working with kids.
We are all part of the problem...

Community Professional

...I am really grateful to the person who
asked me to participate in the State Work-
shop. I don't know why the high school
principal asked me because I don't use
drugs or anything. I'm really kind of
straight. But, I learned that kids that use
drugs have the same kind of problems I
have. They just take drugs instead of
doing some of the things I do...

Student
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To what extent were youth involved in training, planning,

and executing state drug education programs? Forty-one of

55 states and territories had youth involved either as state

team training members or as participating youth consultants

in the initial state training programs.

Of the 222 students and other youth responding to the

Training Outcomes questionnaire only about 50% indicated that

they were involved in any aspect of drug education or

rehabilitation after having received their NDETP training.

However, the percentage of students not involved in such

drug prevention work is significantly greater in the third

sample than in the first two. This may be due to the fact

that students sampled in September 1971 were more

representative of the local level where opportunities to

serve as a trainer were limited. In other words, these

were probably ultimate consumers of drug education in the

classroom.

Also of note is that 56% of all respondents felt that

their involvement with youth in drug education training

had been a significant outcome of their training experience.

...The most valuable thing I learned from
this workshop is that adults are really no
different from kids. They do the same
things as adults, for pretty much the
same reason but the only difference is in the
things they choose to do. Some choose to smoke
grass once in awhile just as some adults choose
to drink. - The legal aspect is really a
problem for the kids when looking at the drug
issue...

Parent
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...What I learned at the State Training
Session has not only helped me relate to
kids who are using drugs, but also to
kids in general. Sometimes it is very easy
not to get involved with those people we
are really supposed to be helping. I think
that a wall was beginning to be built up
between me and some of the kids. I don't
feel that it is there any more...

Guidance Counselor

Open communication between adults and youth does not

come easily for many people The physical presence alone

of young people will not always assure, nor necessarily

contribute to, this end. Here too, there may be a need

for training experiences which not only model the desired

behavior - in this case open communication -- but which

also teach how to facilitate it in others.

...The high school students who took the course
did not do as well or contribute as much as
the adults. The information seemed to be
too complicated for them. This could have
been my fault because I really didn't know
how to use them that well. It was very
difficult for me to give everyone the same
information when the youth were there. Yet,
the youth were an important part of the course...

Professor

...I feel that there should have been more
students in the course. Maybe I should say
youth because we were all students in a
sense. The youth were definitely out numbered
and I think that this is why they acted so
defensively. On many issues it was obvious
that it was "us against them."...Public Health Nurse

...We keep saying that we need to involve
students, but I have yet to be part of an
organized program where students are really
involved in designing it. This bothers me.
Even in the drug program I conducted for
teachers, I didn't involve students. I must
admit that I didn't know how to involve them
in a way the teachers would accept. Maybe we
can learn through this program...

School Administrator
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...There should definitely have been more
students and community people in the
course. These are the people we really
have to educate. It seems to take so long
for teachers to learn something, then for
them to learn how to teach that and finally,
for them to do it. But, when you teach a
group of students something they and their
friends want to learn about, they can
spread it faster to other students than
teachers can...

Minister

There can be little question that in many cases the

involvement of youth helped to support the basic person

centered approach of the National program. Stereotyping

of all members of a group diminished as individuals had

opportunities to relate to one another in terms of their

mutual desires to eliminate drug abuse.

...From this training I learned that there
actually was a drug problem here in my community.
I found the high school students, ones with
long hair included, to be a lot smarter than
I thought they were. At the beginning of the
workshop, the first day or so, I thought that the
students were belligerent and disrespectful,
but in their apparent rebell-:on I found them to
be very honest. Before this workshop I must
admit that I was very unsympathetic, but my
attitude toward youth, toward my own community
really changed. The change was uncomfortable at
first but now I'm getting use to it. It is a
great feeling to understand a person. It takes
time and effort but after all that I know what he
or she is all about makes you feel good because
you have respected them...

Teacher

37



32.

Commitment of Local and State Resources

...It must therefore be viewed as seed money
or as a catalyst designed to stimulate supplementary
efforts by States and localities...

April, 1970

It was one of the conditions of this overall national

program that minimum federal resources had to have maximum

effect. State grants were as small as $40,000 and no larger

than $250,000.

The significant figures presented in TABLE 5 which

indicate that $2,379,000 in other funds and services were

generated as a consequence of this program in 33 states

may be taken as an indication of both the seriousness of

the problem at local levels and the ability of the program

to motivate for action.

There may be clues in the management strategies applied

to this program which can point toward the solution of the

critical problems of sharing and controlling federal, state

and local resources.

There were opinions expressed during the conduct of the

1970-71 program that suggest that money may not be the

answer to all problems.

...Too much money would ruin the program;
but we do need some. We could go to help other
communities, and they could help us...

Teacher
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...I don't know why we would want any
support, except community support. We are
politically involved locally, but money would
ruin the program. All we really need is more
time and more people, then we would have more
love everywhere...

Student

These comments are not presented to suggest any generalizable

conclusions, but they are of interest in light of the remarks

of one of the National Action Committee members after exten-

sive visits to projects in the field. He suggested that in

some cases the provision of a federal grant changes the

nature of the project's goals. Their problem is re-defined

as "how to spend the money?" Furthermore, it sets up power

and control conflicts when the grant recipient is encouraged

to work "cooperatively" with other agencies. The fear of a

cut-off of funds takes on overriding significance.

This may be an area which deserves further attention

from those interested in social program management.
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Catalyst for Educational Change

...However, if because of this year we have
made some positive changes in the behavior of
teachers; if we have in some way helped to
bridge the communication gap between the genera-
tions; if we have just made some schools more
exalting places to be because of our premise
that this is an educational problem and a "people"
problem, then, I believe we can point to this
program as a success. After all, the Nation's
concern about drug abuse might must be the
Trojan Horse, which inside the walls of the
Establishment, may be instrumental in the im-
provement of education to make it more reopon-
sive to basic human needs...

April, 1970

This hope, expressed by Dr. Davies at the program's in-

ception, was not directly part of the assessment effort. There

are two indicators,-however, which might suggest that progress

has been made in this direction.

Respondents to the Training Outcomes questionnaire in-

dicated several kinds of instructional activity which they

felt were beneficial to them. In particular, activity dealing

with the improvement of problem solving skills, evaluative

skills,and skills conducive to working with cross-cultural

and bilingual groups,as well as activities which contributed

to development of self-awareness were all given emphasis.

Twenty-three percent of all respondents felt that the training

they had received in the development of self-awareness was

most beneficial.



35

In assessing the importance of various training proce-

dures on various participants, data was collected which per-

mits a comparison between the kinds of training methods

actually received by participants, the kinds of training

methods that participants would choose to use as trainers

themselves, and the kinds of training methods they actually

had utilized as trainers. An analysis of this data shows

that the most frequently used methods of instruction to which

participants were exposed were lectures, lectures with follow-

up discussion, panel discussions, films and other media, and

small group discussions. All five of these methods were used

with well over 50% of the respondents. Much less frequently

mentioned as methods were field trips, problem solving, role

playing, case studies and dramatic presentations. Between

20 and 40% of all participants were exposed to these latter

methods.

A decisive shift in these percentages is noted when one

looks at the methods participants would prefer to use as

trainers. In four of the five cases the percentages of choice

of types of methods to which participants were most often ex -.

posed are sharply reduced. Conversely, those methods to which

participants were less frequently exposed are given higher

percentages of choice. In fact, there are no exceptions to

this shift. So, for example, although only 18% of the respon-

dents indicated they had participated in field trips, 33% would
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want to use them for training purposes. And although only

20% were exposed to the use of case studies as trainees,

32% would want to use the case study method as a trainer.

What respondents have actually done is somewhat

disparate with what they have said they would like to do

as trainers. In fact, a rank ordering of methods actually

used is almost identical with a rank ordering with the

frequency of methods to which participants were exposed.

Nevertheless, the implication is clear that participants

in this program who have found themselves in the role of

trainee as well as trainer have experienced insights into

the strengths and weaknesses of instructional methods

which they can at least verbalize if not actualize.

Of course the absolute indicator of success, as

expressed by Dr. Davies, would be positive behavioral

changes in teachers and a bridge across the communications

gap. Some of these indices of progress may be in the

thoughts expressed below.

...I enjoyed the training. It was the best
thing that has ever happened to me. At one time,
I was most concerned about the 'student-teacher
gap.' Now I know that there is no such thing.
There is only a communication gap if you let one
be there, if you build one. It was worth more
than all the college courses I've ever taken.
I can walk into any class now and be a real
teacher. Three months ago I didn't know what a
real teacher was...

Teacher

42
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...It was great being on the same level as
everyone. No age stuff, no one made you feel
like just a kid, a dumb student. I learned it!
It really happened!.

Student

...This was a very moving experience for me
because in that house I met a student who was
really messed up by drugs. He was a student that
I had had in class a year ago. In class he did
well, he was on the baseball team and appeared to
be a guy who was very sure of himself. I began
to wonder if I could have done anything to prevent
him from getting where he is now. Maybe if I had
tried to get to know him better then, helped him
out with things that may have been bothering him,
maybe he wouldn't be where he is now...

University Professor

...Sometimes adults make me feel like I'm
stupid for not knowing everything. This ex-
perience taught me that some adults will listen
to me and help me understand what I need to know
to become the person I want to be...

...I don't want to be a drug freak. I want
to be a person who always knows what he is doing
to himself - I want to be sensible in dealing
with myself...

Student

...The drug problem is much more encompassing
than I had ever realized. The inability of teachers
and adults to communicate with youth, especially
youth with problems, is much more serious than I
realized before. I am now beginning to understand
what the youth are trying to say, to have us hear,
to do. It seems unbelievable that for all these
years I have never really thought so much about this...

Teacher

...Some teachers really seemed like they were
really together. They showed that they really
cared about kids and stuff. Man, I was really
surprised...

43
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...I feel really bad for teachers who are also
parents. They must find it real hard because the
school kind of doesn't like teachers getting
friendly with students and a lot of teachers want
to...

...This was really a great thing. I wish all
the teachers at my school could go. I bet if they
taught us school stuff the way those people taught
us about drugs, so many kids wouldn't quit school
or flunk out. I heard one teacher say that he was
really going to try to get to know his students
better. That's really great. I got to know my
English teacher in a real different way. I could
hardly believe how nice he was. What a difference
from school...

Student

...The Regional Conference was not really a
training as such. We heard different speakers
talk about the drug scene, about the physiological,
psychological, and legal aspects of drugs. They
presented us with al/ sorts of materials and factual
information and told us that we were responsible to
bring this information back to teachers and students.
However, they didn't tell us how to do it. They told
us not to just lecture to the students, but that is
all most teachers know how to do. Just telling them 1

not to do that doesn't teach them how to do something
differently...

...If the program was to give us factual information
about drugs, then it was quite successful. But I under-
stood that it was to do more than that and I don't think
it did...

Guidance Counselor

...The group dynamic techniques were really great
tools to bring back to the classroom. They have really
helped me in my classroom teaching. I teach English
and I really use the small group discussions, the fish
bowl, the talk behind your back and other techniques I
learned at the Workshop...

Teacher
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...You know, I must say that some people didn't
like it as much as I did. Some individuals felt
that they didn't want to waste their time listening
to and talking with kids, especially kids who use
drugs. I could hardly believe this because e)me of
these people were Guidance Counselors. Well, I
guess it takes aZZ types to make a world...

Community Professional

...I really learned a lot about teachers, and
now I know that many of them are great people who
care about us. Now I can get help from teachers
and other students. Now I can help them too. You
really need to help each other today. I can learn
a lot more because I know that they really want to
teach you - to help you...

Student

...In class we had three neat RAP Sessions after
people told us stuff. Those discussions were great
because you could talk about anything. My teacher
really didn't get mad or anything. We just said
how we felt. It would be great if we could do that
in other classes. I know you couldn't do it all the
time, but when you really want to know something or
say something you think is important, it would be
great if we just could - like we did about drugs...

...There are a lot of things we could learn about
in school if they would let us. Like about college,
God, sports, and stuff. You know, those things you
think about and wish you knew about...

Student

...The teachers liked it too. But, you could teZZ
that some teachers just wanted to know if we took drugs.
That kind of spoilt it. Not all the teachers were like
that. Some teachers love to RAT on you - you know what
I mean...

...I've told my parents about this and they read
about it in the paper too. There was a big story on
what the Guidance Counselor did. She is really a
neat teacher. All the kids really like her. We kind
of helped her out at the beginning...

...Man, if all teachers were like her, no one
would do the crazy things they do like drugs and
stuff...

Student
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...Another thing that really disturbed me
about the Conference was the lecturers kept
telling us that we are not supposed to lecture
about drug information to students and we
shouldn't just give them material to read, but
that is what they did to us. If they had told
us a different way to present this information,
maybe we could have gone back to our classrooms
to do it. They told us not to do just what
they were doing...

Teacher
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"People" Experts

...First of aZZ, it is not a drug problem
as much as it is a 'people' problem. We are
not about to train teachers as drug experts
but, hopefully, as 'people' experts...

April, 1970

Indications of the attainment of this particular goal

may be found in the means employed to achieve it as much as

in specific observable products. It was successfully reached

to the extent that individuals were able to become part of the

person-centered overall approach. The functioning parts of

this approach were the strategies directed at bring together

and relating human efforts which have been discussed in the

previous pages.

Evidence has been presented that the drug "problem" can

serve as a catalyst around which parents and children, teachers

and students, law enforcement officials, and other public ser-

vice personnel can begin to perceive one another as individual

human beings; and, most significantly, can begin to modify

their relationships--both personal and institutional--to take

into account and support this new awareness.

While this assessment could not measure generalizable

effect, the words of the participants can serve again as

indicators:

...I personally have experienced as much frus-
tration as satisfaction. However, the people I
have met and grown to deeply respect certainly make
up for the other. The kids have been just great...

School Administrator
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...I learned the necessary communication skills.
I also learned that people have different backgrounds,
and are really different, yet in a way have a lot in
common.

...Since this training, I have found myself more
accepting, both of teachers and other people, I am
much more broadminded. I also made a lot of great
friends..!

Student

...People are really funny. I'm including me
in that. I never realized before that I had most
kids in one set and really treated them all pretty
much the same way. I guess that since I started
teaching, I never took the time to look at kids
outside of the classroom - outside of the one
relationship I had with them, that of teacher...

Teacher

...I was so surprised to discover how individuals
from such different backgrounds had so much in common.
We all cared for each other in such different ways yet,
it took awhile to learn just what role every person
plays in his community...

Parent

...This program really helped me understand them
better, the stages they may be going through, the
problems they are facing, the things they are thinking
about, and some of the ways I can help them. It was
just so great listening to how honest these kids are,
how much they are willing to share, how they gave, and
that they really do want our help...

Parent

...I found myself asking why people act the way
they do. I can watch my family talk together and
try to figure out what makes them do the things they
do. I look at people more as human beings rather than
one big machine...

Student

...Yes, we learned all about drugs. The people
that gave us talks and stuff really know everything.
The kids know a lot too, but drugs aren't really a
problem. That I learned, too. The whole mess with
drugs are really problems of people. If everyone
could just give time to help each other out...

Policeman
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...If one week of this type of experience can
make me, one individual, so much stronger, committed
to people with needs different from my own, more
open to kids, to my own wife, it ehouZd be given
top priority...

Teacher

...I learned A few facts, but those aren't as
important as learning from the people there. The
greatest thing I learned was to relate to teachers
and kids that aren't Zike me. I never really talked
to those people before...

Student
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Conclusion

The evidence collected for this assessment suggests that

the federal government's expectations for this program have

been adequately fulfilled.

The urgency of the problem, coupled with society's lack

of experience-based answers to it, served to override the

traditional barriers imposed by old assumptions as to "what

works", personal roles, and institutional responsibilities and

relationships. New methods were used. States, left largely

to their own devices, came up with a startling array of pro-

cedures for serving program purposes. Not all worked but most

appear to have been successful.

Perhaps most importantly, it would appear that most of

the goal assumptions of the Office of Education's National Program

have been confirmed.

The federal government can create a cooperative partner-

ship with state and community agencies. This relationship

based upon mutual goals can take into account both the needs

of the agencies closest to the problem to develop "answers"

appropriate to their particular situation; as well as the needs

of the federal government to have assurance that its overall

efforts are progressing in a positive direction and are indeed

having specific impact at the points where the problems occur.

A sharing of responsibility which reflects a recognition of the

interdependence of : "process" and "product" would appear to be
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attainable. What may be evident in this program could be the

early development of a manageable scheme for dealing effectively

with both process and product without requiring that the control

of both be in the same agency.

The results of the 1970-71 program support the viability

of the use of the institution of public education as a vehicle

for organizing, planning and executing training and prevention

programs which have impact across all elements of a community.

Thousands of school districts have effectively responded to

the challenge. Hundreds of thousands of students and teachers

have been meaningfully involved in state programs which not

only disseminated essential information but changed the way

in which people react to the drug problem, encouraged them to

try to solve the problem, and stimulated new insights into the

educational process itself.

The National Drug Education Training Program stimulated

not only millions of dollars of local expenditure but har-

nessed people to work together in a common cause recognized

in almost every American community.

Unfortunately, the funds available for this evaluation

were not sufficient to permit a state by state examination

of the success and failure of specific methods. Neither were

adequate funds available to collect and analyze samples of

impact data sufficiently large to permit reliable state by

state comparisons. However, the overall effect of the program
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as inferred from state design information, the monitoring of

those outcome survey data, and the several in-depth studies,

is clear: The initial one-year program achieved its modest

objectives, and the methods it employed promise a still more

significant contribution to the solution of the national drug

abuse problem.

-r.

-r
it



SECTION II

WORK PERFORMED UNDER THIS CONTRACT

Information Collection and Analysis

Information Reporting

53



48.

WORK PERFORMED UNDER THIS CONTRACT

A brief historical account of the contractor's method-

ology, and strategies, including some of the constraints

on the tasks, has been presented in Section I of this report.

The specific tasks undeitaken by E. F. Shelley & Co., Inc.

for the U. S. Office of Education encompassed the functions

of information collection and analysis, and information

reporting. The work that was accomplished is reported here

in terms of those two functions; collection and analysis

(pages 50 - 184), and reporting (pages 186 - 187).

The chronological milestones of the year's work are

displayed graphically on the following page in order to

illustrate the interrelationships among program and infor-

mation activities.
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r

INFORMATION COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

The two basic information collection forms were:

- - a Design Instrument

- - a Training Outcomes questionnaire

In addition, several supplementary forms were developed in

response to specific Office of Education needs during the

year:

- - Program Information Update Forms

- - In-depth Process Observation Interview Formats

- - a Basic Assumptions Questionnaire

- - a Narrative Questionnaire (for HEW/OPPE)

Design Instrument

This form was structured to make explicit the intents,

commitments, and expectations of state projects. These

intentions covered a careful delineation of who would do the

training, who would be trained, what would be transmitted

during training (content), the manner in which training would

be conducted (method), as well as a careful listing of purposes.

A sample of the 3 forms which comprised the instrument can

be found on pages 53 to 56. To ensure the comparability of

this essential program distribution information across all

states, a user's guide and taxonomy was constructed that pro-

vided a convenient and precise terminology for types of

participants (which included both trainers. and trainees),

types of method, categories of content, and purposes.



The design instrument was developed as the basic means

to trace the multiplier effect of the National program

across all levels of state organization to the ultimate

trainee. It proved to be an effective collection device in

those state programs that followed the multiplier format,

and whose staff had received sufficient training from the

NAC in its use.

It was not as effective for the collection of information

at the local levels of training, where the control or influ-

ence (3; state-level program staff was diminished.

As a tool for influencing, or shaping projects in the

field, the instrument had reported positive effects. This

could be expected if one recalls that most state projects had

minimal planning time. Consequently, the purposes that were

cited in their proposals seldom had been tested against their

own experience. What they put on paper might have reflected

what was thought that the Office of Education wanted, or might

simply be "first-cuts" at making explicit their intents. In

those projects where planning was still in early stages the

design instrument helped to "force" program planners to

think about purposes and how methods related to them.

The information derived from this instrument was of

value for descriptive purposes and for establishing a base

line for later progress assessment efforts. The information

57 .
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reported on Forms 1, 2, and 3 of the design instrument is

displayed in the following tables:

TABLE 1 - DESCRIPTION OF STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM

TABLE la - SUMMARY INFORMATION - STATE COORDINATOR

TABLE lb - SUMMARY INFORMATION - STATE TEAM LEADER

TABLE lc - LIST OF CONSULTANTS REPORTED USED

TABLE ld - DESCRIPTION OF STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS

BACKGROUNDS

TABLE 2 - NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING

IN 1970-71 STATE TRAINING PROGRAMS

TABLE 2a - SUMMARY OF TRAINEE EXPECTATION DATA

CONTRASTED TO ACTUAL REPORTING DATA

TABLE 3 - NUMBER, TYPE, AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF

NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY

TABLE 3a - NUMBER, TYPE, AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF

NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY (UPDATED

THROUGH SUMMER, 1971)

TABLE 4 - DURATION OF TRAINING

The information regarding purposes and methods from

Form 3 of the design instrument is reported separately on

a state by state basis in Appendix A. - PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS -

PURPOSES AND METHODS BY STATES/TERRITORIES.
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YOUR STATE / TERRITORY

FORM 1
Section 1

DESCRIPTION OF YOUR STAFF

1. The Name of Your Program:

2. Information About the State Program Director:

( Name ) (Area Code / Telephone Number)

( Mailing Address) ( City) ( State) ( Zip Code)

COMPLETE EITHER ITEM 3 OR ITEM 4, WHICHEVER IS APPLICABLE:

3. The Name of Your Previous Employe- and Position, if you left this position to become State Drop Education Program Directors

4. The Name of Your Employing Institution and Your Regular Position ( i.e., State Director of Health):

5. A. Information About The State Team Leader:
Give Name - Address - City/State - Phone No. Check Whether He/She Is: Identify HU/Her Background

Using Appropriate Background Code

_Full-time or Part-time from Appendix A :

Temporary or
_Permanent through June 1971

5. B. List All Other State Program Staff By:
Check Appropriate Boxes To

NAME ONLY Describe Each Member's Status

t

I.

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Functional Title as a
Staff or Team Member

Background Code
from Appendix A

I
I

1

..1
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FORM 1
Section 2

LEA COMMITMENT OBTAINED

6. List the Number of LEAs in Your State/Territory:
(Total Number of LEA')

YOUR STATE / TERRITORY

7. Of These, How Many LEAs Will Participate in Your Drug Education Training Program:

Section 3
FORMAT OF YOUR STATE °S "MULTIPLIER EFFECT"

(Number Participating)

8. A. Describe the "Multiplier Effect" Training Team Format Which Your State/Territory Is Using. Samples Are Shown in
Examples 1, 2, 3 and 4. In the Space Provided Below These Examples Fill in Your State's "Multiplier Effect" Format,
Showing Numbers of Team Member': at Each Level and Prolected_Numbers of People To Be Trained at Each Level:

Example 1: Example 2:

State Training Team State Training Team

Regional Training Teams

County Training Teams

LEA Training Teams

Other Local School/Community Teams or Personnel

Regional Training Teams OR County Training Teams

LEA Training Teams

Other Local School/Community Teams or Personnel

Example 3: Example 4:

State Training Team State Training Team

Large City Training Teams G County Teams LEA Training Teams

LEA Training Teams Other Local School/Community Teams or Personnel

Other Local School/Community Teams or Personnel

FORMAT OF YOUR STATE S "MULTIPLIER EFFECT"
Numbers of Team Members ON (fill in blank) Training Teams REACHING (fill in blank) Number Trained

Team Members ON STATE Training Team REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teams REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teams REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teams REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teams REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teens REACHING Number Trained

Team Members ON Training Teams REACHING Number Trained

(If you have more than one format, use supplemental FORM Is to explain)

8. B. Estimate the Total Number of Teachers, Youth and Others Working with Youth that Will Have BeenTrained in Your

State/Territory by June 30, 1971:

Your Name (Typed)

(Estimated Total Number Trained)

Title: , Date:

Your Signature 1
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I

57.

TARR I. DLSCRIPTION

srArtniltut 101t1

TM STATE LEADERSHIP TiANIS (Data S uppUed

sin or Number on Team
s-rAn Attending Each

LIADER SHIP National Training
TI AM Center2

by Each State / Territory to USOE for the NDETP Assessment)

Number of Team Members Number of Team Member Who Are I

Volun-
leer

Paid by
EPDA

Ewen

On

Released

Time

Attrition
3

Coualtants4

to
Male
I cam

Who Function An
Full

Noe
Pan

time
Tempo-

racy
Perms-

nent

(Number
Who I lave
Left Te.uni

Training
Team

Administrative
Staff

1, ALABAMA 7 1-Adelphi 6-Texas 6 4 3 7 4 3
2. ALASKA S 6-SFSC 5 S 2 3 1

3, ARIZONA 9 S-SFSC 9 3 12 12 9 3
4, ARKANSAS 8 8-Texas B 2 7 B 2 2 6
5, CALIFORNIA 5 5 3 4 3 2 3
6. COLORADO 6 6- SESC 6 S 1 S I 3
7. CONNECTICUT -- 1 1

S. DILA%ARI 8 7-Adelphi 7 7 7 4
otsrit)cr or cottimniA 7-Adelphi 7 6 1 6 2 6 6

to. FLORIDA 10 l0 9 1

11. CI OR CIA 2 2 S 1 1 6
12. HAWAII 5-Adelphi ti 2 3 2 1 2 4 2
13. UV HO 8-SFSC 7 6 6 2 4
14. ILLINOIS 34 8-srsc 33 2 33
15. INDIANA 36 -- 35 1 1 35 3S 35
In. IOWA 9 10-8.3%3A'uncogoLd: 9 1 B 2 4 5
17. KANSAS 7 7 6 4
lb. KENTUCKY 6 6-Texas 6 2 6 7

76
LOUISIANA 10 4-Texas 10 3 2 6 2 3 4

M. MAW. 2 3-Atelphi 2 1

t. MARYLAND 8 1- Adelphl 7 3 4 4 3 3 3 S
22 MASS.SCI IU SETT 5 12 -- 12 2 12 12 4
23. MICHIGAN 12 I-SFSC 2 11 12 12
24. MINNESOTA -- 3 2 S 3 6
2$. MISSISSIPPI 5 5 -Texas S 1 1 7
2.6. MISSOURI 16 5-SFSC, 5-Wls., 5-Texas 15 IS 14 14 1 14
27, MONTANA 5-SFSC 5 I. 6 6 9
25. NM ASK A S 5-SFSC S 2 2 33 4 1 13
29. NISADA 5 3 2 4 4
30. M1 HAMPSHIRE 5

8.S-LFS8C1883

4 2 4 2 2 3 23
3t, NIh ARMY 4 - 4 4
32. NEW SIINICO 6-Texas S 1 7 6 2
31. NEW 'YORK 7 1- Welpld. 2-5FSC 3 4 2 4 3 3 2 3
34, NCR rit CAROLDIA It

35 )40R111 DAKOTA 6 5-Wisconsin S 48 5 4 4
th. 01110 12 12-Adelphi 12 4 4 4 12
37, OKLAIIONIA 4 4-lent 4 3 2 4 3
35. Olt LOON 16 IS 2 2 14 2 14

2-SESC, 4-331s. to 12
40, RHODE ISLAND 10 9 2 9 2 6 B 4
IL, S011111 CAROLINA 2-Adelpi 1 1 2 12
42, S011111 DAKOTA S S-Miscowdn 1 4 4

33. TINMSSET 7 4-Texas 3 3 2
34. TEXAS 25 22- Texls

-b
25 25 25

45. UTAH B ti-srsc 1

-M. rut stos.r s-Adekthi
47. votoLNIA 6 I- Adelpid, 1-5FSC 4-Texas 4
45. ASIILNCTON 12 7- srsc 12 2 12 12
49. MI51 VIRGINIA 2 4-4310consin 3
O. WISCONSIN 12 12-Wisesridn 12 1 2

31. M. c: 3 Adelphi 3 2
52. ASIIRICAN SAMOA 3 4- SFSC 1 3 2 1

33. MANI 5- SESC 5

mum) RICO 12 9 9 II 11 In
33. N'IRC.C) ISLANDS 5-Adelpid. 5-M Isconsin 11 2 2 9

'Includes State Coordinator, 'tate 'ream Leader and Member of the Training Team. When the State Coonlinator dues not function AS a meddler of the 'training Team this will be reflected In the difference between
Coltunns I And 3, except In the states of Michigan dal Oreton where the State Coonlinators do function 4 members of the Tr.dtdat 1 e.utos but their st dl =bison do not.

21 he 4 National Trainint Centers here: 11 Adelphi University, Carden City, New York; 2) 5 act 'ruses° 'dAte College, San I rattenco, C.diforni.e 3) University of Texas, Anstin, Texas: 41 Ifedvenity of Wisconsin,
st.nilson, IA iscensin

3Cohunn I (Sloe of the State Leadership MAN does not reflect these Fe 4311 Slemben alto left thr protect Ince to its implementation -- there may have been others but these are the states witch noted the Attrition.
4Consull ants Ind their .4e25 of discipline .uni/or contribution to the State Team lee (bird on I A111 le

allo State Leaslerthip Teams were formed in Connecticut or North CanalinA; the State Coonlinstor notLed will, I oral School 141,crict Cut IslucAtion Iraledlit Projects.
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'14411 N 0411%11%1 1)1 %CP IPM ION N nit STATI I I ADD' 9111P -')ASH siLmBERs' BACNCJEOUNDS T1 I Ix TENT 01 YOUTH INVOLVEMENT AND EN TERM:Is:CY COWIE, %TIEN Al int %IAD II Am LI %IL

51 All 11:1111014, IN %CHIP 110s.

Al.%%, A All S I All 1 1 .591 SHEARERS .191 REGULAR I9tP101EIS OF Tiff STATE DEPAR TMEN1 01 IDUCATION. HSU TEAS! MLSIBERS ARE IN THEIR MID-201,, IfORTA1R, NC "9011111" SIR .1

R11 %IN:. 10 DIELIG.MIUSI. 1150 01 TILT T1Am %ALARMS %%FRI OVEN RUFAs111 rmn in. nil DI PARTMENT oF EDUCATION TO DEVOTE ONE TIMM OF 1311(11 11911 10 'PAINING
PT ANNIN: SESSIONS TO DEVUOP ALABAMA'S STATE PROPOSAL. .% STATE IN TIRAcENC) COUNCIL %As ORGANIZED IN IDLY 1970 To COORDNATE ALL STATI AGENCY ACTIVITIES
AS TRAINING TE 591 AIEMBIRS. A COLLECI 110SIOAAN DID ATIIND THE INITIAL MORNING cONIERENct HELD N CHICAGO Di APRIL 1970 AND SUBSIQUIN II 1 PAR TICIPATID 04 ALL

-- 1111S DE VFLOPID INTO F1111 TH11 UORN TOR THE SOI001 YEAR. TH: SIX 11.191 SIINBIRS DIVIDED NTO THREE REGIONAL TEAMS: 1190 or THIsEn.Ams writ' GIVEN 191

OF FMC) Si' %CI. IN TM AGENC) COOPERATION NAS I VIDENCID BY TIRE ALOOF:N.1c III VI RACE CONTROL BOARD'S TEMPERANCE EDUCATION SECTION'S RELEASE Of T190 INIPI 011 ES

TO sUPPII AUNT TIll EDUCATIONAL 1110915 OF 11U SLAT! TEAM.

S I ATI nA AtEmBERS' BACKGROUNDS %FRI: TWO SEAT! DEPARTMENT OF INICATON EMPLOYEES- -ONE, ME DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION CONSULTANT. TILE °FIFER, A SI CP ETAR1'
TO It 0 DEPARTMENT AND A COLLIGI STUDENT; ONE PRISON CAMP EDUCATION NsTRIICIOR RELEASED FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND NELFARE; ONI HICJI SCHOOL VICL
PEINCIP U AN11 ONF 41IC.91 SCHOOL DEAN Of GIRLS. STATE CCANIITEAENT %%As SHORN Hy FURNISHING THE s %LARD s OF THE EDUCATION AND HEALTH AND%LIMP! EMPLOl1l S.

I VII:ON.% OF Till 12 PERSONS AFFILIATID 991111 nil STATE I IADIRsifip TEAM 13 01 991,051 %%110 00181111 CONSULTANTS): 8 ARE REGULAR EMPLOYEIS OF THE STATE DEPARTMINTOF

IDONATION AND 4 ARE Incul AR 1241109119 OF 1111 DI PAR TNiEs:T OF PUBLIC 5.11119". NARCOTICS DIVISION. STATE COMMITMENT WAS DESIONSTRATEG WE Tla STATE
I Et0SL1TURE5 APPROPRIATION CI St.st,00) HAW TIT FIRST YEAR OF no pRomAm. AND FM NARCOTICS D1%1510E:15 FURNISHING min FOUR INIPLOYUS DIU.TIMI FOR
ON1 YEAR.

I %Rh Ast, At. STATE TEAM sit MBER s' BACKGROUNDS %%141,2 %TAD DIP AR THEN r OF 1DU'ATION I MPLOYEES. 3 COVERNOR'S OFFICE OF DRUG EDUCATION INIPLOYEES. 1 STATE WAR TSUN T
OF HEALTH INIPLO1 H. I STATI TROOPER. %%III PICT/IT 1)1014 SCHOOL CRADUATE Till DIRECTOR HAD 0THER RESPONSIBILITIES 1EUT NAS INVOLVED ALMOST FVEITINIE EN THE
10 A I C10E:AL FR ANINC PROCRAAIS. 1111111 STATI ACINCIES caNTRIBtli ID pERsONNII 10 TIE STATE HAAA AND PLEDGED THEIR COOPERATION IN THE PROCRAM.

OF THE 5 5TAT1 HASH MEMBERS, 3 API 1 MPICY11 % Of THE STATI DIPAR TAUNT or IDUCATIONt 115 TH1 COORDINATOR Of TILE STATE OFFICEOF NARCOTICS AND DRUG ARUM

COORDINATION. AND 1 IS CHID Cl no BIMINI; CI HEALTH URINATION. DrpARTmINT OF AMR- 10 AIDE No 9011TH WERE MEMBERS OF TM 51 ATI TEAM, 1113991VIR. ALL TEAMS

NOM THE RICIONAL LEVEL ON DONN RUTIN' YOUTII INVOIAlmIN 7, I THNic HIPP ISENTATION AND 00919uN111' AND PR oil SS1CNAL KIPP ISENTAT10%. THE MEMOIRS OF RICE.

ONAL AND SUR-REGIONAL T1 PSIS 4,1111 S ILIC1IUC 1111 8151'. DIA I (1113 EIRE AIR I Al)) INCAMIDGIABIE N DRUG EDUCATION AND HAD GNI PAR.TICULAR STRINCTII 10
CONTRIBUTE TO THE TEAM. SUE REGIONS CONDI,: III) UIIFI RENT TAN s 01 ?RCN-RAM% 11RI5 PROVIDING A LABOR ATORY FOR STATE LVAINATION 0I FEASIBIIITY AND

IFFICTIVENESS. TIO PROGRAM DIPICTOP COMMI I III) .1L97081 IUl1 119)1 10 Hu FROIICT 941114 40 01 COS SALARY CONTRIBUTID BY riff MAR TAINT CF EDUCATION AND

0104 WO

110 MAR TAUNT'S CONSUI TANI N 111 .91 III MINI% TION COSTRIBUI111 AppEoSimATELyett Of HER Timi AND %%AS RE IsIBLIR FED ONLY TOR TRAVEL FICPENSTS.

1990 CI MI ST Alt 71..9 L,I LIM PS -- 1111 PR011 C I I)IP IC IOU AND ill) 901111 MEMBN -- A141 EN141.Cyll% CI T111 STATE DEPARTMENT OF 1DUCATION. 3 ARE IMPLOYII S OF TM

:NCR ADD DIPARTSUN 1 01 111 %MI, .91:1) I 1% 51,101C. CalN511OP tOp 5 Cotts 1 y DIPAR TAM ST Cr 111 DI DIE DIRECTOR MORNS %AIM TM DE rFNIMPARTNITEETAL COMMIT TEE

ON 11P11c. EDUCATION. TN III AFTD DIPME :MINI CoN !HUMID) DU 95118 IAN T11I1R TEAM RIPRISIN1 111115 IS HELL AS fiAl I 1111 COST CI 710 5TA11 irAumnoN. 1111
3001-11 MEMBER ATTINDED nil N ATION At TRADING CIN 119 ALONG 141111 1111 BII ANCI Of DU TEAM. %Ill 1111PID PLAN THE COLORADO PROM Am. SHE ORCANIIU) A YOUTH

C111 T1191 PRI SINTATIOS left DU IR ANNG %%OIL limier% IND 9141 55 CR KID till DIRICTOR WU 11%11 UN111 J %NU %RV WI.

CC%.1.-711I, I 11115 %INTL DID NOT PIPTIC%11 1111 91011I1 Sl 11OII III i% I III CI al IN 0.4 i.1,, A 51171 11.1%1 10 TRAIN OTIITP TEAMS VIA 110 SIIITIPLUR LEI LCI PROCI SS.

IN% i LAD CONNICTICU t Ul OCATID %NI% IC L: %C10. \Y 1151441 'IS I0 Nip 1) !Hi COsl 01 sINDING TI HMS Cl SPACED:Ts, II ICIIIRS %ND COMMUNITY
AI Ivi s TO CM CF 11%1 tH lINING GIN TIRO 151 %441 191441' ..140:iNtt Ito Si i Ai I, 90,1111144s. CONNIE-11.7u I STATE COLL LGI inmInur, A,III, 1111 Dez-tete.11. 31 SR !Dawn T,

4' HART(CRT), 94.1) 1, COI:Mt-415117 AT 510PN% t .fis,.. Dv,. flu t, I :N. III its, Hui IR MEG 97CE)11 IA AS MA 111 HOOD INSTITuT/CNATUT CHANGE RI ENCORPOR,t-
IINGDRI,C:ITRICTION INICON-CONG GO:W..1%0.111PM A: rlitS1 in.! %NI, uNIAIRMT11%.

:el It% %Pt 110 MAIN-911.9191R %TAD TIAm v% A% COLIN)%11) CI I sun u%IsOR 511141 i % I 11 544 'FAUN 1 CI PURTIC ,ZSTRUCTION, I DRUG IDUCATIC% COORDINATOR IPCM Till ATATI.

PRIIA CCN11101 COMMITTI 4, 2111(14 A:11001 ANTON iS, 15CIH11t Dist RIC; , I %%SM. 5%1 CIPAI AND G.WEANCI COUNSELOR. no Dam% ARE GENERAL

459197811 MA :CHID TM EIDER Al 440,0o 11114 CH v. ;. /.. 1134,m:1St's cOor,,R 45 41 MI NOD Hs' !,, STATE' DRUG COORDINATOR MOM IIIE DI PARIMINT OF HEALTH

19911 ',CCU' 511411015 V.CRI.NC COOP; It %INDY v.1,1, III DP c 119 A rf ',INT CI PURI IC INSTRUCTION. AIX% 1111 504Th PO:1N DRUG

IICTI.Or. SECTION COOPIR %MTH MIK' %HON Al 1, v.-0,LO! IN DI% ,! trs141151 %stns.( CI ntl PROC. SITU ATI0N.

J.

DitTRIC: CI COltImm% D, c., cr., II 11,591 SAS %IAN UP CF 21119!1% I %PA %NON PI Ort I It NI, I 1, 50111H, !HI 01111 9 1 A11001 COOP DNATOR I. 1 1UNIOR 11111 AC11001 %SATS TANI PRNC1P II.

I VOCATION II SCI1001 ANANISTR VICR. I GNI ICI IssittlICI OP, I Hi 'RI %IN ! 1115 1 CI !HI 1.%110511 COOP ON %TING COINCII ICR DRUG ABU% IDUC %HON AND NICK-
m ATION, AND 1 RI PR I SI NTATIVI OF 11111. v. 0114:1 CI Mu; %/ION, ..1110%51 OPtic ile,C%110%. IP 10INC. MCCAW 01 I ICI. N n ANINGONI MEMNIR Ci 1 1011 CI Till
lel DISTRICT SNOOTY 91111111994. 5111 T) COMMIT III v. A% % PSIS T.C1pAN I. Hum RI DI ISENT %TR IS 5;481 CHAP ND 15 ITH THE RISPONSIBIII1) CF ORGANIZING TEAMS IS (TUN

TIIIIR R I SPE CT1A1 SCHOOLS. UM CI LOCAL 11I5CIIR0 i555 A% I vIDINCIA

)
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7 WI 14. NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION 01 no STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS' BACKGROUNDS - Tilt EXTENT OF 10U TIE INVOLVEMENT AND IN 11 RAGENCI COOPERATION AT THE STATE TEAM LEVEL

STATE TERRITORY DESCRIPTION

FLORIDA Tiff INNUMBIll STATE TEAM %ERE COMPOSED OF : 1 NSER VICE EDUCATION COORDINATOR. I SCIENCE EDUCATION COORDINATOR, I SUPERVISOR HEALTH EDUCATION. 1 CONSUL-
TANT N HEALTH EDUCATION. AND 7 TEACHER SPECIALIST IN HEALTH EDUCATION -- ALL OF THE COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEMS, PLUS I ELEMENTARY TEACHER, I HICH SCHOOL
STUDENT. I HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER. AND I TV PROGRAM MAN %CFR FROM A JUNIOR COW CI -. IN ADDITION TO THE STATE COORDINATOR FROM THESTATE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION. THE YOUTH ON THE TEAM PARTICIPATED N TIff NATIONAL TRANINC CENTER ALONG 771711 THE OTHER 6 SLUMBERS. HE ALSO TOOK AN ACTIVE PART IN PLANNING

THE NITIAL STATE TRANINC SESSION WHICH INCLUDED A PANU. OF ST'UDDITS. VIEWS. FOURTEEN STATE AGENCIES AND PRIVATE GROUPS PARTICIPATED AS A RESOURCE COM-
MITTEE TO 1"It STATE TEAM TO OFFER MATERIALS, CONSULTANTS AND PARTICIPANTS.

Cl OR CIA C3ORGIA DED NOT HAVE A VAT!. LEVEL TRAINING TEAM PER SE. INSTEAD THEY LISTED 6 DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION CONSULTANTS IN ADDITION TO THE STATE COORDNATOR
WHO WERE GIVEN RELEASE', TIME- TO ADVISE AND ASSIST IN flit S-DAY LEADERSHIP NORKSHOp WHICH TR ANED IS UNIVERSITY NSTRUCTORS FROM VARIOUS INSTITUTIONS
AROUND THE STATE. RI 720NAL TR ALNINC CONSISTED OF 40 HOURS AND RESULTED N S CREDIT HOURS TO PARTICIPANTS. YOUNG PEOPLE WERE INVOLVED IN THE PLANNNC OF

THE PROPOSAL AND r THE LEADERSHIP NOR NSHOP AS ll A MEMBER ON TIE ADVISORY COUNCIL 21 PART OF Tilt LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE, AND 31 AS PANELISTS DISCUSSING THE

NAYS 1OUTIE SW/ADM. NVOLVED N DRUG EDUCATION AND THE RELATIONSICP OF YOUTH AND THE DRUG CULTURE. THE GOVERNOR GRANTED 170.0110 TO A YOUTH PROPOSAL
FOR "PR011.CT STUD". A HIGH DEGREE OF INTER AGLNCY COOPERATION WAS EVIDENCED BY SEVERAL INSTANCES or STATE AGENCY AND'OR CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS PARTI-
CIPATING N 111 STATE PROGRASL

HAu All THE STATE TEAM WAS MADE UP OF I STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION MEMBER, 2 EMPLOYEES OF Tilt DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, AND I REPRESENTATIVE OF THE STATE UNIVER-

SITY SYSTEM. PLUS 2 YOUTH REPRESENTATIVES u HO ARE EX- ADDICTS, AND I COLLEGE SIDDENT, THE YOUTHS PARTICIPATED Di ALL WORKSHOPS AFFORDING TEACHERS AN
OPPORTUNITY TO RAP Is ITII TIMM ABOUT THE HAWAII DRUC. USE SITUATION, !FARR (IRS AND FACILITATORS OF COMMUNICATION AND VIEWS OF EFFECTIVE AND NEFFECTIVE
HEATH EDUCATION PROGRAMS. (TEACHERS REPORTED THIS DIRECT !AO -TOWI ACE COMMUNICA TV% ONE OF THE MOST MEANE:2UL ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM.) NTERACINCY
COOPERATION WAS OBTAINED FROST UNIVERSITY MEDICAL SCHOOL pROFESSORSNHO AIDED IN Till. PLANNING AND EXECUTION OF PHARMACOLOGY A %D PSYCHIATRY ASPECTS OF
no PROGRAM. THERE WAS ALSO REPRESENTATION FROM MILITARY PERSONNEL, STATE, CITY AND COUNTY AND SOCIAL WELFARE ORGANIZATIONS.

IDAHO THE STATE TEAM IS COMPOSED OF I TITLE 1, ,SEA, CONSULTANT, I I mcil ;Al DE)! C ToR riff muff) CosSOR TRIM FOR EDUCATIONAL PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT;
I SUPER 11SN C PSYCHOLOGIST FROM THE DEPARTMENT or HEALTH, I ASSISTANT 11:AN AILS, UNIVF RSI T1 CI IDAHO) I COUNTY JUVOHLE COURT COUNSELOR, 1 PUBLIC
HEALTH ADMINISTRATOR (AND FORMER UNIVERSITY ASSISTANT pROFIssOR), 1 pLOONAL stINTAL HEALTH LINTER (PSYCHIATRIC SOCIAL) WORKER, AND I COLLEGE STUDENT'
PILARNMCY INTERN. YOUTH NvOLvEste4T WAS IS1DENCED BY A YOUTH ADULT CONE MINCE LASTING S DAIS AND INCLUDING MNORITY YOUTH AND SCHOOL DROP-OUTS.
TICS CONFER DICE LED TO THE SELECTION OE YOLITI1 TO PAR TICIPATI AS REGION M. TEAM MEMBERS, IN ADDITION TO THE 540.000 EPDA MAN T. THE LAW ENFORCEMENT
PLANNING COm.mISSION ADDED SI7. 500 PLUS ANOTHER S15,030 1OR A DRUG SURVI Y.

ILLINOIS THE 34-MEMBER STATE TEAM HAD THE FOLLOu MAKE -UP. 3 STATE HOAR MILN1 OF EDUCATION EMPLOIIES, I IMPARTMENT OF HEALTH, I DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH,
FROM 1111 STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTNI, I COUNTY MENTM HEALTH MOO:VA FAIPLOYE I. I NUR SI, I 1.77-DRUC ADDICT. 2 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL EMPLOYEES. 31110E SCHOOL

ADMINISTRATORS. 2 COORDINATORS. 8 7tAcHERS. 4 s11IDLSTS. 3 mow:0 comodloos. I sCilo01. NURSE, I JUNIOR COLLEGE LEVEL EMPLOYEE AND I COLLEGE LEVEL EmPLOYIE.
EFIRIE YOUTHS ATTENDED Ost OF THE N,ATICNA1 IA .MINING CENTERS %Nb PCI: HO% Of 1 l%U IS DE AOTID TC 10t1111 AT !ACHIM Till STATE DRUG EDUCATION INSTITUTES.

INDIAN % THE 30.MLMBER STATE TEAM u AS h IIGITID APPROMMA ILLY TWO: !NORMS ItliJi scHoet %NH COLA C.1 HURL PIK SONNEL AND ONE THIRD COMMUNITY R LPN! SENT ITIAI S. SIN,

REGIONAL TEAMS OF SIX MEMBERS EACH CARRIED cti I 7KANNC ON A 7.31111.00117711 TEA IL. 1011111 RIPRIMNTA FINN ON Tilt STATI TEAM CONSISTED or ONE 11101 SCHOOL
STUMT, TWO COLLEGE STUDENTS AND ONI CR Aiff iATE sniniNf. TIIIN PIN I Ic:p t IN DisCuSsioN C.ROUPA AT 711f TRAINING CENTER .AND u FRE CONSULTED AS TO PROGRAM
CONTENT FOR THE REGIONAL WORKSHOPS. IN TrIA %C.O.Cy COCPIR liCu: 1 Aff !mut TH 71ff sT All BOARD OF 1U AL Ell, Till INI)I NA CH ApTER OE THE N.AACP, AND Tiff tTATI
MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION.

ION THREE MEMBERS OF no STATE TEAM hf Rt RI= AR I AIM 011I S CI :III SI %II FIFA): I31IN r OF wiiCAtieN, I FROM Mt DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. I FROM THE DIVISION OF
CURRICULUM, 2 PAROCHIAL SCHOOI TEACIIINS ANL) sCHNIL STHEEIIA I: 1.1011 V RPIINRSN SIUDISI %ND I BLACK INNER CITY STUDENT% YOUTH INVOLVEMINT NAS
A PREREQUISITE FOR FACIE SCHOOL DISTRICT TEAM I\ ORDIR ICR 411 :1 ." ;1 0111E141MM. 1111 11-1A1 CCUID NOT ATTEND Till A% ORKSHOP. INTER ACENCY
COOPERATION WAS EVIDENCED RY STATE It Am R EPA BENI.% lies FROM nff oi) IC) 01 no.. pARTAIINT OF HEALTH, DIVISION OF RETIABILI1ATION EDUCA-
TION AND SERVICES. TITLE II, AND DiE IOWA STATE DIPAR TAUNT.

K INS AS THE KANSAS STATE TLAAt HAS COMPOSED OF 1 MEMBER I ROM Tiff Si All 1,1P%14 v.1:. I .".1 I InIC %TIC'S, I CmIDANC1 COuNS11011, I TEACHER. I COLLIDE NSTRUCTOR,
I PARINI AND 2 H101 SCHOOL STUDENTS. YOUTH NA OLVENIEN r h AS spECIIIFE) 7A CNI m At i AND ONI IIStALI ON ACM TIAM (REGIONAL TEAMS AS HELL AS STATES.
Tiff TWO STATE TEAM YOUTH ATTENDED THE NATIONAL TR ANINC CEAI IR %%0 MH% -1P As MI MBI PS Of MI 51 ATE Pt %%NINO COMMITTEE. INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
EXISTED HITII THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF III ILTII, TIE oovna cOmMimiC,N, 1in PR IMF': I CI %I \TEAL 111.11 III AND THE KANSAS PTA.

KENTUCKY FOUR IALMRERS Of TM KENTUCKY STATE TEAM MI RI 14 0,11.AR MPION ITS 01 I TI HIP IN nievr 01 I (MCA TICN, I WAS THE ASSISTANT CHU r OF TEL BUREAU OF
NARCOTICS AND DANctROus DRuC.S AND 1 NASA STATE TROOPER, Hail' CI TIU HI PIP 7%13%1 01 EDUCATION MI %Hillis %%FRE 100711 CONSULTANTS -. Tu0 COLLEGE
CRADuATES AND ONE HIGH SCHOOL CR ADuATE. YOUTH NvOLA1 III \T uAA RIO :111 I OCAT SC11001.COAIAITINITY TEAMS AS NAS COMMUNITY R I PRE SEN EATION.
INTIRACENCY COOPERATION EXISTED WITH THE STATE MAR I mIN7 CI Puri IC AAt1 T1, rill St A n DI PAR 1 MIN I OF AUNTAL HEALTH, THE STATE CREME COMMISSION.
CHIDNELEARS, Till DEPAR TAUNT OF ECONOMIC AI CUR ITN, Sr AT! AND M1 All :JI L1..1S ND '1-m1,117%1E1F\ MHO FURNISHED CONSULTANTS AND PHYSICAL FACILITIES,
AND DIE KDITUCKY STATE BOARD OF pli.ARmACY 07111C11 CAVE CONSUL I v.: im Ai.
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\SIl 14. N1SR.V11\l IiISCNIPIIONOI TIIS5ThTLLLADIRSHIPTIAM MITiBPBS' BACKC.HOLJM)5.1lIi IX11N1 01 YOSt lDVOLV1SGNT,0DTLISAClNCYC0OPLRATI0N At ill) StSTL TIMI LIVLI

S., 1011K 01 Fill lO.%llSIlilK STATI TLisSI SKI KIC)II,SK LSIPLOYSIS Of lilt 5! 511 DIPAKTSI}.NT 01 LDUCATIO%, I ISA PIIAKSIACOIOQSI, I IS 5 SOCIOIO ISI, I 15.5 PSSCIII.
.51151ST, I IS 5% .STTOK%LV, I IS SN LNVISTiC.ATOK ION A DISTRICT .STTOII%l AND I IS AN I.'.IP[OII OF A LOCAL COMMISSION ON ALCOHOL ANt) DANC.lNOIIS I)IIICS.
IN LCIJISIAN,S. DKIIC. Dl;C,SIiON S.AS If II lOP pRIORITY 100 Ifl.7I, c*lTil NIBI I%V0Lv .55 PLANNIKS AM) AS P.SKTOI ml P0005.5.515 Pl5F,1l1) .51 TIll LOCAL
IISTPICI IlSIL COOPIKSTION SSITIOTIIR C.OSC1LS I%ISTID SSml mi SC1IL 01 PHARMACY AND ThI sOCLOCY DIPARflIOS1 01 NOKTIU.5511NN .5%D NON Ill.

IOIIISIS%.SU%IVIJISITILS, KISPICTIVIIY, Till SCIlOOL 01 PS5CIIISflIS ST ThLSNI, III! COM.SIISSIONON ALCOHOL ANDDA%C.IROUSDRIIC.S0I NISS OHUANS.
IN SIM1ITION 10 till ISTAB1tSHStIT Of A S IATI ADVISORY BOAR!), SsORKSIIOPS WUSL cOSOfIcTm ALL PUBLIC SCil0. IACIUTIIS.

ONI 51i4lSIl CII liii SI,VIl TI/SAl 55.555 KI0J[AK ITiPLOYSI 511TH 1111 STAt) DIPARTHINT 01 IflUCATION AND 1111 oTifiR JOIS4ll) Till DLPARTM1 .SITU II5%rINC .5
POSITION SI I flu till SCHOOL SYSiTY.l IN IIOIII TON, 51/SINS. YOUTII INVOLVIMLNT REQUIRED TiLV fl%O 5flJDIN1S ,ALONC. SsITh 1550 TI ,ACIIDSS IRO'.I EACII PAR r1CIrA.

CO5I5IJAITA I%fllR INT5II DKIIC IDUC,ATiON ThASSC. m SflJD}.%I5 Tl ssL KISlNSIBLI 10K CAflIDIINC. 5 CIIOSS.SICTION 01 TilL S1iIDINT BODY
TO PARTICIPATE IS Till LOCAL COM'dSISITY DRUC. EDUCATiON PROCISMI. COOODDATION 01 WORKSHOPS SMTh TilE DRUG .551)51 (0515111711, TIll lAW P[.SNNINC
DIVISION AND Till NOIlTilIJIS M.AINL KICIOS/SI. PLASNllC COSIMlSSlON DLNIO%S1iSATED THI STAIrS RAC.1.NCI COOPI)IATIOS.

'.1 5R5 I 551) 01 tilL -SIL.MKl15 t1*MI.I%C 11AM, 1 MI4Kl K 55.55 1)151RIC I SlIPllkVtSOSS 01 tilL STATE DLPARTMOT 01 ISIVDISLL SLISVICLS, I AILMELK 55.55 5 (LINIC.\L PSVCIIOIOCIST
511TH till R,AI1IMOI*l CITY SCHOOLS, I 5115151K 55.55 A STAll SI'LCIS[ISl IN SSTRUCTI0KAL IV 551111 TIlE CINTIB 10K PUB[ICtIRO.ADC.ASTINC.(DANTMUI 01 lIIIJC,A-
TIOSS, I 511 51151K 55,1.5 A SIllIKYISOK 01 I ILSI SI RVICIS SSITII till IMJ'.SRTSUNT 01 IlIALTII AND MLNTAL IIYCIOSL, I SAAS AN ASSISTANT PISINCIP,AL 5045 AN lLLSILST.Al*Y
.551)11510K 11101 sCHOOL, AND2 D1DIVIDIIALs 551111 TIll DIPAI*i'.11NTOl lDllC.ATION WIRE USTID 55 AN ASSISTANT AND A TLCIIRICAL ASSISTANT 551111Till DRUG
lflhlCATiO% TR.AISDS'. PROGRAM. YOIITH DV0LV1 MINT INQUI)ID .51001 SCHOOL STUDENT PARTICIPATINC. 5 Till SSORI.INC CONIIBLNCL lIkED C ChICAGO IN APRIL
11). A 11101 SCHOOL 51111)1ST AND A COUSC.F CBAI)tI,Vfl SiIIDISI SIJSVLSC. AS 511 MSlJss or iia STATI COMMITtEE StItCH fORMULATED Till STATS PROPOSAL, 'TWO
STUDLNTS 5%IlO SIBYL!) AS MI.'.IBLRS OS Till STATI SLEICTIOS COMAIITII 55111CM SLLECTED TIll STAlL [LADIJISIIIR rEAM. ,5.NI) TWO MLMBIISS(I A I9Si IUC.0 SC1!OOL
sIIADUATI, Till OtilIR .5 19JI) COLLECS ClS.ADU.ATLI 55110 S%llSl I)IPIOYIII lUll TISIE Ill THE DEPARTMENT 01 EDUCATION TOSSOIIN EXCLUSIVELY ASITil Till 1)KUC
IEAICATiON 11SAINI%C.PROCRAM DU1SLNC. I!151.71, INTLOACINCA COOrlKsIlOS INVOLVED PARTiCU'ATiO%Or TilL UNIVERSITY OF AIMIYLA.ND, MORGAN STAll COLLEC).
'flil I)IP,ARTSIISTOI HLALTiI AND M1STAL IIYC.I1SL, Till DIPAIITSIOSTOI IUVINUL SIIIVICIS, Till MARYLAND I)RllC,AllUSl AUTIOKITY, TIll CGVfllNOR'S COMMISSION'

ON LASS INIOISCL'.11%l AND Till ADAIINISTR.ATIO% 01 III5IICI IN 1*011501 £11001 S'.l PLANNING. PKOA1DINC.KI.SOSIKCI PEKSOHNLL AND MATERIAL5 AND A COCISDINATiON
OF IIICIST 5.NI) ACTIVITIPS.

I

'lAssSCifl'Sl ITS 051 5Il!ISkK 01 tilE SIATL 11AM IS .55 ATTORNEA .551) IXICSJIIA1 DIRIC1OIS 01 TilL 51.ASS,ACHUSLTTSCOALMITTLI ION Till SDV,A%CLMERTOI CRIMINAL JUSTICE.
ON) IS 1)15511'. COORDINATOR 10K ST. jOIL%'s IIOSPI t.AL .A%OillIl IS KIPIIIA'ISOK 1011 tIlL BUREAU 01 CIVIC EDUCATION C Till DLrAKIMLNT 01 IDSICATION. ONE IS
s CIII III) P15011550K IN ilE.A[Tll EDUCATION. ANOTilIlI ACL'I LI Cl PISCIISSOIS IN PIIAR.'.I.ACOC.'LSY AND BOTANY. Of IS TIll DRUC. IDIICA1ION COORDINATOR OF
1*05105 05115 AS .ASSOCI,ATL SUrE? LV 1151)1%! 01 lR,ASIL%QlA51 rUStIC SCIO.)[Ss ANOrIIER IS AN ASSOCIATI P0011 SSOK Al 11)11511515)15 SITY ''NL IS A PKOIISSOK
Cl SlCCI5t)AK'u EDUCATiON AT P0510% STATI COLt ICI. 5_NOTIIIJS I5INRICIOK 01 IILAI1il IDSJCATION IN IlOSiSIN. OSL IS DIISICTOR 01 P1IOJICT ACID (MeIewe)d

I
0owUnc I' PIstIL 15)0 AOL 11101 5C11C'OL STAIDISTS AND 051 IS A (0111(1 (1,51)51 Al I STiII)L,T .)ND 5 MIStIER 0* Till NATIONAL ,ACTiO% COSISIITTII OF Till
Nt)l Ti'.

'tlCFII)'..AN tIll dAlI Tl5,AININC, IL1AM IS COSIPOSID 01 A 111111011 lLISIIS1Al55 SChOOL CCS)KIM5,AiOlS, A Ill (B,AI)I IL.ACII1JS, A 11101 SCilOOL L'5CLISll TE,AC'hlUS AND
SLNIOR ADVISOR, A JUNIOR 1110* SCIISCI ILACIIIJI, A SCHOOl SOCIAL S5OlthlR. A DITROIT Ill SILVT/SPY IILALTII AND PIIYSIC,AL II)UC.AIION rEACHER, A SIIDDLI
SCIIOOL SCILNCL TE.ACIIUS, A lllC'.Il 5(11001 SOCIAL STIIUIIS 5,NJ) (IIIt).ANCI COSISSIJ,0I5, .A 5151015 COUNSILOII. A CO%SIILT,ANT 1011 Till I)LP.ARTAIINT 01 Ill.ALTI.
ANt) 1111 COOISDISATOR.ASSISTANT 10 till SIIPIJSINTINI)I5I 0* 110 SI.A1I t)LP,ARISII,N1'OI EDUCATION. NO IOUTh INVOLVLSIENTSI,AS IVIDISCID IN TIll Al ANt-
1101 till ST,ATi 15'.51. llO5LAlJ5, ALL RI..)ON,AL C0%IIKISCI PLANSL%CRO0IIS/J5E ISIQUIKU) T0ll.AVI STIDLNTP,ARTICIP,ANTSI%Thl PI.ANNINCA,SD IN Till
C'%IIiC'i Cr110 LN.SIRVICI PRO(is,ASI, 11.51 I CI 1111 SIIAIISINSIIII 01 Ill 51.5 11A511)f ?."VISOIS'l COUNCIl OS NARCOTICS 551)1*111', .511151 IDIIC,ATiOS IS Al.ADl

PlOt SllII)LNIS, .551) 'LI TRAL;LSC PISOJICTS IUNDU) III till SiAll t)IP,AIIISSI%1 CI IDUCATiCS RIQUIISE Till USE 01 51111)1ST SrI/SKIllS, P.55115 AND 1)15(515.
SION (ISOIIPS 10 luilliCT till SfllI)l,T AlIAS AS AN ADJ1INCI 10 1111 TI SCIOlI II)lIC.A I ION 100(15%. INTINSCINCY COOPIRATIOS 151515 551111 Till C'OVIRNORS
OIl CI 05 DISIIC .5151151, 110 PIP.AK1StI_% Cl llLSL'til 1111 1)1 PAIIT',IINl 01 51151 AL lll,ALTII, till STATI FOIICI AND Till A ('IOIIICI, AND Till STATE CCIII C-
110551)1 l'.ART'.IINT AN!) VOCA IIOSAL II SIIAISUIT Al l0Y,

511551501 A 1)11 STATI 11AM CONSIAlSOl 1550111(115(11001 C00)IIIN.AIC1I.'. 551) 051 111(11 5(11001 51)SIINIST1S,A1011 SIISA'INC AS TIll IIIRII DLMONSTIS ATION CENTER DIISICTOKS
IL" DillIltil, SI1LISSATIII SlID 5%ILL'.I AK), AND Till STAt I (00111)15 A1011 SIlls) IS A 15Ii?j/SN I 511105 U 01 TIll ST.ATI DIISARTA1ENTOI IIXICA11ON. A STAll ACTION
C0\!SIIrIll SIlL!. INAOLA't PIPIIISIS1ATIA IS 111051 All 1111111 ('0,11115, 51111)15 IA 111(551 I A(Il (IS fiR 55111 1410% 1111 COSISIITTIEISIPKISL\1INC. CN.ADES 7.5, 51.10
5_ND 11.17, TIll ACTION (0515111 I'l 5s111 11111' 1)1 111551151 SIAII '.51) lOCAL 111015 15. r I1RA(l51"I COOl'IJSATION ENIS1S 111111 Till CDA'EJS%OR'S 011ICL, TIll
STAll DIP/SR IMINTSCI 111.51111 A_ND 1515110 SAIlS 5151, 55 S5IU '.5 SISlISSiCI I1)l'.0 511. PKOsll \'.1S Al TIll STYlI '0,1) LOCAL IIYU.'..

'.TISSISSII'PI TIll 5IISSISSIPPI ST,STL tiASI IS COMPOSED 01 till SIll'IRA 15011 .7) .SICClIu'l 'AD NARCOTICS UNIC Al ION, 1111 SUPIRYlEOI) Cl 1)0151K IDIICATION, 1..'sD Till SUPER-
A 150K 01 SCHOOl IllALTiI NURSES-. ALl 01 I Ill ST All 1)11' All 11)151 01 1flII(' A lION, I'Il!S 4 CCLII Cl S 11)1)1515, A 1(15100 CCIII Cl ,AI)SIINISTIS AT011. A 1110155 A'.'
P A100L'.I,5_N,A% ISIPL0YIF 01 1IU DLPAKl'\SlAT CI 'sMSCOI IC'. 5515 I)55C.5150I15 1514110', 5515 1510 l,'.lPlI"luls 01 11I DLISRV')lST 01 \II%TAL 111.51151. '.011111
I$AOLVLAII7IT IS DLMCNSTRATU) ISV INSIStING 1)151 '15101* 111(11 5_NI) 111(711 SCilOull S1IIDII, IS ATIINI) Ill AI0RKSIIOI'S AS SSLSL .SS IIAA'INC. STUDLNT PANELS
ANt) INTIBACIlON 151155115 TIACIIERS ,',L)IIITS AND SPJDIN IS, INTiR,ACIAC'u CCOPII..STIOI, I XIII'. SSlTll Till UNIVIRSITA 01 sllsslSSlPrl(PR0VIDINC CONSULTiA'E
SLJSA10ESI, iliL LIA(5Sl0('IIIiINDID A ASOjIlISlIOl' FOP Al)SIL',ISTR.SI0IlS 5_NI)COIINSIIOIISO% I)RllC.L Till MISSISSIPPI lllQI'.AAYPATRO[, till MISSISSIPPI JUNIOR
COLt.) CL .ASSOCI,SIION (r*0s'u)L'Ic. lACIll lILT, 1011 11)4 SSOKKSIIOPS STA1l5511)ll, .5_',D 1)11 IlNIA'flISII A Cl SO5ITiIth% MISSISSIPPI,
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it l)iU)fl5) l5CI 0) )ft %I,TI LI,SDIKSIUP TlAI MlMl4lRS' RACKC4OIINDS - TIlL EXTENT OF 'iQ(Jiil LS%jOIV)MI.1 AND E1fl)AC.CC COOPERATION 51 lilL STAT) LEVI].

I Sli IIliIlI)011S IflSCRIPIION

STISSO(IlIi lilt SIIMRIRS Of lilt ST.S'li TIM) SSIRI: SCOUIO PROI)SSOR IN CIiIMISTh, A SCSIOOLIIIST4ICT (IJIDANCE COORDINATOR. 5 C1Jl)ANCFA%DPDISONNILCOtUCJ
PROfISSOK. 5 TimICIOR OF NIJRSLSC IDUCA1IO%Ai LLNCOI UNIVSlri. s COIIa PIIOIIsSORIN IDIJCATION. A DIRECTOR 01 1XTSI0N SIIVTCISIOI) S0U14-
SsIcT 511550(1))) S1.Sfl COLLICI, .5 SIISSOIIRI SSESTDFN COLLECt SThDFNT, SN)) liii bE CSSP.0 PURLIC SCHOOl. PERSONNEl. TWO SCIENCI TIACIIIRS. .5 SPECIAL LDIJ-

(.5 lION TI 5iiIR. .5 (OUSSILOR. S PSR.S.11101155IO%St, 5 lILA). III l))I,C5IION 1t.SC1IFR, SAT) IN SDIIL 1 IOIJC.VflON T)ACIIER AS 14LU AS III) hAS) LIADFB V.110

IS RICH! stiLE i.SIPIO)I)) (sill) Till STS II l)IpARTSIDLT Op IDIJCATION. yOuTh WE))) 10 ti) INVOLSI!' ON ii)) ST,STI .SDV)SORY C'OMMITIEI SN); IN 1RA0INC

SIS(TONS 10)4 II SCUBS. 11ff DIVISION Cl StNTAL IIIALTH CAVI. FUEL slIprotiT TO liii STAT DRIIC EDUCATION TRAININC. PR0CRAN 55 III)) Till L5'A L.SIORCL..
"NI AC.1NC4.

4)0% I 5%' III S I TI II '.5) (555 COMPOSIP 0) .5 IIOIJ5ISIII 5%)) RICI1 CO)Ltç.f ()IADIJAfl. .5 DI11CTIVR 1140') CRIAT FALLS. A JUVENILE OfFICER. COIf%51tO14 'AD TLACI(IP.

0IT ill COFINSIIOII SN)) 5 IiItI SCHOOL flhIt)N%C) COUNSIIOH. PLUS Till rEAM LiADIR V.11015;) )4I(IJLAR EMPEOVU OF THE Oil IC) 01 PSIRIIC INSTRUCTION. A
SI)SIS..R'l CCMNCV OF SIN) %L5l!lUFS 5.55 ISI;)&ISII)D fOR IIU STAT) DRUC. Il)UCATION 1R'5AIC. PROCIIAM. %l%lBEpSIlIP ON THIS COUNCIL RLIIUSENTh THOSE
SOENOUs 55)1 INSTITU DONS 015(11 TIRCSICJ) fluliR ACTIVI1!IS H.WE IXPRESSE)) CONCUIN lOP URIC IflUCATION. ONL-TIIIPD 01 TIft MIMSI]4SIIIPIS COMPOSED OF

111(11 cCf)CSI SN)) C3UhI SC.) '10(1111 W)I0,U)VISI III! OIIICI OF Till STAT) SlIP) T1NDLATON 11ILCCNE)IICTOF 'flU TRAININC. 111051 SCOICIISSUPPORTENC

I))) PROC.)) '.5) (Nd 111)1 III) Si COFIOL .SND i)IFIIC.PJPI.%DEACI .O5IS,ISSIOS. Fill COSIRNOI4S .RIMI (0(111101 COMMISSION4 Tilt. COLEECI 01 PIIARMACV, UNIVER-

SIT') Of 510.51 55.5. Ill) .41.5)I DIPARTMI_ST OP hIATT) 5%)) II)) DIVIsION 0) MENTAL IIYGIINI, ))1PARTMLT 01 INSTITUTIONS.

NI SR 'SIS 100 Of If)) .SIIAIRIPS Cf Till NIBIFSSk.S STAll 11/.5) .5)41 RCUL.SF4 l%IPLO'llIS OF lbS SlAT) I)1PI4TMENT 0) U)(iC..S lION, ON) IS A HOUSFS%III. 550 iWO (IRE 141CM
SChOOl. S11IIONTS. IN sTillifloN, Ii 1)0)')) '.11451 .55 SIsi II'. FT RIsO(IIICI P1145051.4 TO Till 11.55151110)415. lIlt TWO fIlCh SCHOOL STUDITI1 TASIML%IR0(c

51 uNDID TIll SFSC NAllONt). TRsL'1LNC (OCT11 IIONC i I:)) TIll 011GM TIRIL 11.5%) )q.%,FIII4). lillY 0)141 INVOLVED EN AU. PLA.%%LNC 515510515 AND CIVEN

141)1.5511) 11511IC' l's)) IO1PSTI IS Till SlAT) list! fl4slN1NC OCI))kSICP%. L%IINSCIACY COOPIIF,STIC*1 511.511!) lOPE DISAPPOINTINC IN 11)51 O%LIflhl COVI](
SOP'S CO%ISI)s,cIO% OS 1411410 SpillS) 55)) DI) DRIIC.IFRSNCII Op I II) ST,5TI spL) y P,fl.CL )l.Sj) 51)114)11) TIlL STAT) LIADEBSIUP TEAM.

S1' (III '1 51) II 55) 55 SS CQSIPCSII) Of 7. ('ONNILIsNI I'. 1ll.SI Iii. l)l')'S)(SL 1)14(5.10% sN)' HICI41ATIO%. risC' TIsCIGRS, S InCH SCHOOL ADMINISTRAtOR AND A

COLIC) s11110.51). P41.41105 ill) COLLI C; SDILHAI (SIlO 55 55 .41511 II 55? UI'lRlil. YC'IJ1II (SiR) TO Ill IISID I'PlSI,SRII'. IS' Tilt SCHOOL DISTRICT (SORKSIIOPS
IN Till i, 51 5(1 (I 01 IS SIllS I1V1 III))P.soK 1111)111) '0511151 OIl %IC.,51I5'l I

IC 11111 ISIPROSI liii TP4SININO SIODIL. )%Tli'?c.INCY COOPERA1)O% WSS 0)111411111')'

III II SNOIROIIS DRIICS hIs 15105. SIIIRIII", 1111511 lilA Is. I 0(s) l'OiICI 11PM' I'?l'.Is. Ill! INIVIPSI1 ')'Oi AllAH S )I4I_NO 5'.'D ISS VlC'..SS CAMPUSLSi.

NI 55 II 55I'SIILIII (Ill Si 511 If 551 15)) 5 CONSUl IV.) s' Ill) 5)5)1 11,15(4 .sl1S.( 0) IIII'C,S I ION 5\I) lOi,SlfR .555)11 SN I II.)'.). K. PROf I SSOR ST TIll U%ISIRS)1')' Cl '.151%) PIISQUE

151)4. 5 s'OLll'I .411(4)7.: 5lllt'IC')S 1.51110511, .s'ICf:.I Ill.) .4CIET'OL ,I1 51111511. (5(4 liIs''llCE".Z (aTtiC! (pU)11S116 )%I101IA1) PIU'/ICIISJYSSCIIKZDSSIIlI 'I'OLJTH.
(11141101 1111 5.VISIKIP II 551 551)41 141/)'.) ,'OUi,'i s'.:, '1,11 siK'0) .5 spI'S()s, sft Ills')) S,)lCI)I I'NICRS 5511.1 Ri 1.5151)) 55)0(U) INTIB\CIORS DPIRI%C'. liii

(4 SINI'.0 SI SsIO%S. C' 114114 '.011)4. 5( I 5.5(44 A 1(C.',) !O!I 'I 511 \C'1I II''.)'' 'IC) 5,5, 5,5' Ill (SOI1KIRS, 5)511 S1'mI,. I COIJACII OIl 1(1)45, lTd.. ('ER) ))ILPL')'
(550151 L' IN IFS ST,STi Li (Ii 14 5LN1%, (III (OS il'.O.'''s C"I'.l '.5.); );I) (.,,M1(.s") 15N.l5II%4lO., Uli 51,511 SLCOICL SAT) 1,IITIC. DIVISION ('I )i'IILIC III 'SLTII.
III) 5151 I 1011(1 5'.)) III) CORIIICTIO'.sL iNSIlIlIlIONS 551441 l'IPR)S('.I;I) OS. 1)0 '.05150)'' 55(4)1 s%%IN( ROAR)).

NIS;".IiS 5 III 5)55 IfRsI '1 11.551 55 5'. SI 5114 III' 04 5 (0511(1 I,S%l IC' Ill 51 Ii) 11)11(51101., I'll' 5' 151151 OF HI1lC,STI,'N. 5'.)) 110)11 fj'S 'C' STION SPI CIALIS1 S 101111 STAlL

1)IPSP. 151111 CI Ills) ill, SI 1)11 C 551144,', OORFMIOI' I'.s,SS 111(11 SCIICOl S rII'IN S 5'fl','.4 OU IC) 5111*5.55)1405: lift 10(5). s)5 551Mb (151!) 10 P1 AN AND
CC'NI)ll(l I'll! PR0,'!)A5l. tIll 55511 PL 515555 TORI C5l'MIFl) O''l IS. 011(11' '4 5') I FSI 114 sI'.LNC PRO/P 5515. INTER.SCLNC') COOPIR 51)0% IXISTII) 55)114 ThE

1)11.5)) 15115.1 0! hf SI Iii Ii)iS'ISION OF 7.AIli'OIICS 5'.!) 04411/ "('SI CC'S: 11','),, III SI 5(1 '01)01, US )i)414,',% SCHOOLS DIVILOPMIIIT COUNCIL .5.5)) IFS I)LP.sR 1-

511.51 CI III,'ihi? 11141/s (lOS 511 C]SLSC,l'I s'.'.)N, ssl, c.,'s..t II I sN) 51 "51l ', I ,,' II HF1.'/ (Is' C 51)05 14 5I'I)S, C 114C'C.R.55l.

.ISs MI 51(0 III S-SlI'11'ii 51511 II 5'.? 555% CL5511'4'SIII,.'j 14/1(11411 5,1's'.') (I 5.'IhI'S. '.1. 11)5,)),',) 51''. S('fl('Ol rI4r.CIPSI, Ill) (11111 0) 1)41 SCHOOl. 11151111 SICIION OF TIll

Ills) TI) 55(1 SOCI 5) 511451/I 5114 PsSl II1.1. ''1)/I III.) s /5.': sssi': s'. : PI' I'..:r'.i, 5 :.'P,'h s: 1 (I' Till 55)4(011(5 1)1515)0% Cl 1111 NESS SII_'IJCO STATI

P011(1. 5 51) (151)51 I'. III '1111 551)) I'll'. si(s) 1)1405(10'. I'.(I Pt 01') :l,'s IC')) (lit .4: II Ill's!' 'JI. I C') I I'IlCs I ION, AND .5 DIIIC fDUC,5TIO% CRD1%ATOR

IC)) 1511 STST1 1)lPsllI'.iIAi CI II'l,'s:5's, sC"I:Ii I'.',('l'.I'.s.' 'I III "I SI) lr.l1 Ss'SlIsSl!'!I)II'Si('I'SI STiot)I11TS COULI)%C1 CI) 141L1ASI))T1%IEIROM
'(1100). TO ST1 IN!) I') 'N:.E1( Si SSIO'.s, ill') SII' I ("'II'.','. 0)' III I,'. (ill I 0051 III sIN)'. (St %%!O'.S IN 110111 i'L.SNN)NC. .5511) PP OCR AS) )51P11.SIINTAT)O%. THE

Si sib P011(1 CON 1)41(11(111) 5 SI 5 I II 'II: Ill; ASH 1.1)4) /1 '.5 Ski 511 '.5)411501 :111 5. 511(051/S 445 ISIOS sS SIL,SIFLL 10 LOC,SL 'I'14AINLNC. PRO/PAStS. flIt
Si AT) III 5)11) 5511 '.0(1'.) slIr,)!'T'. Ill Psi';'il'.( (C'.. 544411 1' 51 )54 s?IS'Pll' 5%)) IICI'iP IC 01)151% FIINHCSC. lop ('NI I'SIU TIM) LSTPIO')Tl TO WORK
ON Ill! 11.551 0)) 1111 '11 \lF

51)5; '1014K C'S).') 17.50 IF.SCKCI(CIlNfts CI 5)15 '10)415 .5ll.'IR 5') II 5!') 'sF41! (I 551 1.)))) 51(151)11))). (II') Ssii4 (Ill '.1.511 COOR1))NATOR'S 55110)5 SPIC).5L ASSISTANT
10 11)) COS1SI)SSIONIR 1011 151411!' 11)11/s 1105., 51.11 III 51 51) I1.5'. II sIll 4'' 1.4K' 5 C)).5Ills( SN ('I Ill) DI PAFI 511_NT OF IIl.AL1'SI SN)) PIl')SICAL EDUCATiON AT

sIll) I'll) INIVLI4SIT'1 .s':l) ))ft),1' (Oil C'I ill 7(4411111 '.s; .5'. 51 I'. ',(\l',i /)5.((l4 0' (ill'.))) Tr. NIIDIIP SCM' III LN'VOLVI 511111 NOR LN1IRAC.INC'1' COOPIP 5110%

551 RI I))I N 1)? III) I'. nil 5.151 '.0141 11101')) sI,

NORTII C,SRCLIN S NCR TI CSROLOI.5 IfS)) 5051,514 II 55'. II!) 51511 ,'Oi/'Il III'. S I 01' 5; 5' "1,5(1 SI))') l'.TI'IO')lI) 14') III 51511 )'IPSlI"IINT CI IDUC.STICI% AS %DITPPROJICT
IIIiICTOR, .5 S'IlJI)ISCT 1 sM, 011(1 (55', I'.\'ISll' I', I') s',1.(N( 51.!' I SI 01411/Cl (44' III! (I 5,.'Ii4P Ii' sI\)NC. 0,51)11)1 I. TIllS' SSIRI TO HAS') 5 VU)') 5(1151
15K T I'. Till LOCAl. 101.105' .111' 1(10(1' 55)5. (('MIt 1)1445 45114. 5.1141 5! SC' 1151)' 15,111 1151111111. T.N1 IF ss)5C\ COOPIR AlTOS Ss.sS ICRflICOM)%C. 114051

till I'NIS'IR SIT') 0) S.C., .4011001 C'( lllsll"s/\, (SI) SI sI) Ill rsl' 151)',: OF .II1.l 'I 11)51 II), III S'VI14sCRS ST14)Y COSTM)SMC,'. CS fLSRSlfllI DRUC.S, I1U
.4(11001.01 till)))!' Ill_StIll -5%)) TIll N. C. Cl'. ft 51 114511 '1.
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I

I.. SIII )i Si I)' cKIruC% i lilt STATI j,sfliJtStUp TI sM .MLsiRtS cKcBOtiSPS - flit IXTIT4T 01 Yilll INV0LVThiL'T AM INTIBACICY COOPIPATIOS ?T 1111 STAll TIAM IIVU

''Ii IIKIIIIOWI Its IrII%

III) si. is ot liii ,.iIi5tBIR STATI TIAU. ISRI STATI ,sa.%cY P10550.-- DIPARTMUT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, D1PARTME.,T OF IilJtLfli .551) Till .5110115EV CLSIBAVSOIIICI.

.55011110 IS SlilCil SCHOOL OJIO,SNCL COIJSSI1OR .550110 111111 INDIVIDUAL IS A PSSCIIOLOQST AND AITIUSTID 'nimml SliJi.)LST SEA VICI PL1150SSLL 0F,S COUICI.

Ii sisil), tILl tIMI 5 ITtRIR. '%111111A5, TIll 01111K 10(1K AR I VOLUS lIlA ION K 111.5511) TIMII AND PAKITIME. NO YOUTH AR R1.PR FSI.NTII) 05 11* TIMI. IV)I 5111,

51111)15 IS 114051 flit 1004 SChOOL 'ND COLLFC.I Lisli SSIRL I4IlRLS11TID Os Till STUBINC COMMITrII. PARTICULAR .5TTIOTI0N WAS MADE SO THAT 5O(JNC. PIOP'J StIPI

ISVOIS U) IN 110111 TIll P1. SICSLNC. 'ND IS1PLE.MITATION 01 Th,SLNLNC. PROCRAMS. THIRI 'n AS A 11101 COSCINTPAflON Oh 'iOUTh (20 I IiA0(.VID IN Till RI C4OSAI SSORK-
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TABLE 2

NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING IN THE 1970 -71 STATE DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS

78.

(As Reported to (ISOE on NDETP Assessment

Total Number of
Operating School

State/ Territory Districts In 1970-7Ia

FORM 1 and Program Information Update Form)

Number fauglgst Number That Number That Will
To Participate Have Participated Have Participated

as of 12/1/70 as of 6/30/71 as of 9/1/71

Alabama'
Alaska
Arizona*
Arkamas*
California*

124

28

292 (700 schools)

386

I. 120

100 (81%) 94 (76%) 96 (77%)

16 (57%) 11 (39%) 11 (39%)

255(87%) zss ro
125 (32%) no (31%) 120 (31%)

1.008190 %) 511(46 %) 511 two
Colorado* 181 74 (41%) 74 (41%) 74 (41%)

Connecticut* 169 54 (32%) 31(18%) -`31 (18%)

Delaware * 26 26 (100%) 26(100 %) 26 (100 %)

District of Columbia 1 (161 schools) 1 (161 schools)(100 %) 1 (91 school/)(574) 1 (91 schools)(57%)

Florida' 67 67 (100%) 67 (100%1 67 (100%)

Georgia 189 165 (87%)

Hawaii 1 (206 schools)

Idaho 115 115 (100%)

Blinds* 1, 170 900(77 %) 975(83 %)

Indiana* 315 315 (100%) Did not respond to these Questions

Iowa* 453 125 (28%) 89(20%) 100(22%)

Kansas* 311 311 (100%1 260(84%) 293 (90%)

Kentucky 192 170 (89%) 150 (78%) 160 (83%)

Louisiana 66 66 (100%)

Maine* 236 36 (15%) 36 (15%) 36 (15%)

Maryland* 24 24 (100%) 24 (100%) 24 (100%)

Massachusetts* 380 60 (16%) 110(29%) 120 (32 %)

Michigan* 620 541 (87%) 428 (69%) 428(69 %)

Minnesota* 497 437 (88%) 249 (50%) 251 (51%)

Mississippi ISO All Were Invited
Missouri 616 460 (754 )

Montana 6 74 30 (5w) 30(5%) 30 (5%)

Nebraska 1, 300 250 (19%)

Nevada 17 IS (88%)

New Hampshire 1S7 39 (25%) 39 (25%)

New lersey 578 578(100 %)

New Mexlco 89 89 (100%) 89 (100%) 89 (100 %)

New York 737 75 (10' )
North Carolina 152 120 (79%)

North Dakota 356 356 (100%) 356 (100%) 365 (100%)

Ohio 631 31S (50')
Oklahoma 665 250 (38') 250 (384) 250 (38 %)

Oregon* 346 All Were Invited 193(56') 193 (56%)

Pennsylv.tnia* 590 (686 schools) ? (314 schoole,(46') 243(41w) 278 (47 %)

Rhode Island 40 40(100%) 6 (15%) 6 (15%)

South Carolina 93 All Were Invited
South Dakota* 270 ISO (56x) 150(56 %) ISO (56%)

Tennessee* 147 147 (WO") 142(97%) 142 (97 %)

Texas 1, 179 9S0 (811 )

Utah 40 36 (90?A 36 (90"41 38(95%)

Vermont 272 177 (65%)

1,'Irgini 3 134 124 (93')
Washington 320 250 (78%)

West Virginia SS SS (100.1

Wisconsin 4S2 (In 19 CESAs) (19 CESAsI 299(66'4) 299(66%)

Wyoming 130 SO (38' )
American Samoa 1 Depending on Need

CA13,11* 1 I (100' ) 1 (100 ") (100%)

Puerto Rico 80 (367 schools) 80 (100-.1 70(88") 80 (100%)

Virgin Islands 2 2 (100'0 'i-
t

'I otal a 17.237
Adiusted Tot alb 13, 986 (100" 8,45 8 (60 )

Adjusted Totals 10, 183 (IOW') 5,339 (52'4 5, 516 (54%)
Jw

*33 States' Territories That Reported The Ntunber of School Districts That Have Participated as of 6/30/71 and
That Will Have Participated as of 9/I/71

aNtsmber of Operating School Districts In 1970-71 as Shown on TABLE 1., Research Report 1970-R IS, Estimates of

School Statistics. 1970-71 Research Division, National Education Association

bAdputed Total for 46 States /Territories Reporting an Expectation Figure (Column 2)

cAdjusted Total for 32 States/Territorles That Reported the Number of School Districts That Participated as of 6/30/ 71

(Column 3) and as of 9/1/71 (Column 4)



I Nits 12., SUMMARY 01 TRAINEE EXPECTATION DATA CONTRASTED TO ACTUAL REPORTING DATA
(As Reported on NDETP Assessment FORMS I and 2 and Program Information Update Poem)

MAN'. Territory

Number of individuals
State Program Expected
To Train, by 6/30/71

Number of Individuals
State Reported on FORM
2 'allaying Trained

79.

Number of People the Number of People the
Number of Individuals State Expected To Reach State Estimated Having
State Said They Had with Effects of 1970-71 Reached with Effects of
Trained bv 6/30/ 71 State EPDA Program 1970.71 EPDA Program

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas.
California*
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida.
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois.
Jniel ana.
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky*
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts.
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire.
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Okla hom a
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennenee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
lest Virginia
'Alsconsin

6,000a
350a

500a

550a

3, 2604

8,613b
563b

B35b

570b

35b 1 661e

8, 733c (S, 354. 2-daytmg. ) 364, 539
631c --

4,158f
570c

2 0761

4,158g

360a

2,000d
753a 1,800d

919d
1, S23d

1, 125d
36Ba 2,800d

2, 800d
1,2_80a

342b

560b

740b

14Th 1 135e
16b

153b

129b

375a 4,125d
2,5004

840a
2,550a

198a 1,998d
148a

75a

100a 3,480d
1802 868d

1,000a

Wyoming
American Samoa
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

1, 365d
300a
500a

1, 250a

4,425d
336a 9, 186d
723a 2, 729d
120a 2,5004

5, 190d
921a 2,0004

1, 870a 4,000d
1, 300a

555a
1,650- 1,735a

34a 1,800d
250a

1, 200a 2, 200d
1, 000a

'impossible to say...'
2,546d

360a 2, 140d
168a

2, 8502
515a

260a
'Cannot

90a

2,678

1, 204b

342c
2,6781
2,0241

26,301f
1 135f

157,000{ 8,000 teaeJsen)
149, 000 =dents)

25, 165g

15 653
20,034e

4,175e 5,000f

45,003

7, 000

274b

209b 2,705e
1, 172b

1, 829b

199b 540e
212b 1,040e
B5b

1, 106b

773b

36Th

48Th

1, 550b
52b

333b

822b

118b

173b 3,775e
952b

1, 212b

6, 450b

604h
1, 141b

34b
205b 7,818e

1,016b
674b

37Th 19,714e
165b 3, 792e

333b 372e
168b 917e

1,630b
514b

7Th 8,378a 13 Levels)

3,093e
4, 7133e

277c 30,4171
3,235f

1, 172c

199c 5,1291
212c 18,2581
85c 261f

3,065f
4,492f

30,000

36,000
24,000 (28:

30, 000g

40,000

25,000

4,453e
536e

367c
46,500

25,000

4,6361 16,000
30,000

1, 352c

23, 265g

22, 261c

655e
1,576c

1, 188f

22, 261g
1,64Sg

1,016c
825c

3, 9901

810, 003 10, 000 nacho")
students)
comm ty)

3, 830f (2 Levels)

53,500

11Th

be known until the need arises...'
90b
40b 6,050e

140a 140b

706d
90c

6, 260f

A December 1, 1970 Prediction of the Number of Individuals Expected To Be Trained

Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Assessment FORM 2 as Having Been

c Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Update Information Form as Having

d A December l, 1970 Prediction of the Number of individuals Expected To Be Trained
and Others Who Had Become Trainers as a Result of their NDETP Training).

e Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Assessment FORM 2 as Having Been
Who Had Become Trainers as a Result of their NDETP Training).

Actual Number of individuals Reported on NDETP Update information Rem as Having
the State Tcam and Others Who Had Become Trainers as a Result of their NDETP Tral

g Figure Reported on NDETP Update information Form as the Most Accurate Estimate of
"Multiplier Effect" Process Employed by the State's EPDA Program.

85

8,500 teachers)
158, sook 150,000 student') 14,073g
24,000 (' 1,000 teachers)

1.24,000 students)

by June 30, 1971, by the State Team (Level 1).

Ttained by the State Team (Level 1).

Been Trained by the State Team (Level 1), as of June 30, 1971.

by June 30, 1971, via the "Multiplier Effect" Proceu (consisting of the State Team

Trained via the "Multiplier Effect" Process ( consisting of the State Team and Others

Been Trained by June 30, 1971, via the "Multiplier Effect" Process (consisting of
ning).

the Number of People Known To Have Been Reached with the Effects of the



80.

TABLE 3 SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER, TYPE AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY (For AU Levels)

(As Reported to USOE on NDETP Assessment FORM 2)

Number of
Training
Programs

AU
State

State
Level

County
Level

Community
Level

AU

School

State/Territory Reported Total Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel Youth

Alabama 65 8,613 25 (-.%) 211 ( 3%) 797( 9%) 2,477 (28%) 5, 133 (60%)

Alaska 6 563 40 ( 7%) -- 281(50%) 154 (27%) 88 (16%)

Arizona 23 835 17 ( 2%) 18 ( 2%) 34( 4%) 756 (91%) 10 ( 1%)

Arkansas 10 570 34 ( 6%) 62 (11%) 55(10%) 237 (41%) 182 (32 %)

California 40 1.661 141-%1 108117 %1 526(32%) 771 (46%) 2531(15%1

Colorado 6 342 4 ( 1%) 59 (17%) 61(18%) 134 (39%) 84 (25%)

Connecticut (344) 2,678 34 ( 1%) -- 62( 2%) 1, 784 (67%) 798 (30%)

Delaware 11 560 10 ( 2%) 81(14%) 302 (54%) 167 (30%)

District of Columbia 4 740 .- .- -- 699 (94%) 41 ( 6%)

Florida 8 1.135 124 111441 40 ( 1941 201(18%) 631 (56%) 139 (12%1

Georgia 101 20,034 10 (-06) 42 (--%) 2,0861(1044) I, 769 ( 9%) 16, 2261(82%)

Hawaii 3 153 7 ( 5%) -- 61(40%) 54 (35%) 31 (20%)

Idaho 3 129 28 (22%) 2 (-2%) 17(13%) 25 (19%) 57 (44%)

IlUnob 28 4, 175 66 ( 2%) 198 ( 5%) 651(15%) 3, 179 (76%) 81 ( 2%)

iiii111113U11 022,41-.ia=11gEL:Lj())1 0 14 (84 %) 62 5%

Iowa 5 274 2 ( 1%) 2 ( 1%) 82(30%) 99 (36%) 89 (32%)

Kansas 16 2, 705 5 (..%) 25 ( 1%) . 1,018(38%) 961 (35%) 696 (26%)

Kentucky 14 1, 172 88 ( 7%) 25 ( 2%) 67( 6%) 632 (54%) 360 (31 %)

Louisiana 4 I, 829 3 (..%) 55 ( 3%) 112( 6%) 958 (53%) 701 (38%)

Maine 6 540 % -- 16% 225 42% 223 41%

Maryland 9 1,040 25 ( 2%) 38 ( 4%) 199(19%) 532 (51%) 246 (24%)

Massachusetts 1 BS -- -- 181(2296) 52 (61 %) 241(27%)

Michigan 10 3,093 81 ( 3%) 37( 1%) 520(17%) 1, 742 (56%) 713 (23%)

Minnesota 45 4, 703 2 (-.%) -- 555(12%) 3, 785 (80%) 361 ( 8%)

Mississippi 8 1.106 4 1-061 9 1 1%1 180(16 %) 381 (35%) 532 (48%)

Missouri 8 773 11 ( 1%) 5 ( 1%) 28( 4%) 603 (78%) 126 (16%)

Montana 10 367 7 ( 2%) 19 ( 5%) 76 (21%) 135 (37%) 130 (35%)

Nebraska 487 2 (- %) 3 ( 1%) 921(19%) 2441(50%) 145 (30%)

Nevada 26 1, 550 3 (-.%) 15 ( 1%) 115( 7%) 1, 3 14 (85%) 103 ( 7%)

New Ham hire 60 4 453 1 % 68 15% 769 17% 986 67%

New Jersey 14 536 21 ( 4%) 22( 4%) 487 (91%) 6 ( 1%)

New Mexico 11 822 4 (..%) 191(23%) 466 (57%) 161 (20%)

New York 2 218 2( 2%) 117 (99%)

North Carolina 24 3, 775 -- 12 (--%) 1, 112(30%) 2, 499 (66%) 152 ( 41()

North Dakota 18 952 1441115%1 1 1-061 3473(37 %) 214 (22%) 245 (26%)

Ohio I, 212 2 (-06) 13( 1 %) 1, 197 (99%)

Oklahoma 49 6,450 19 (-%) 444( 7%) 2, 171 (34%) 3, 816 (59%)

Oregon 12 604 1 (-%) 39( 6%) 559 (93%) 5 ( 1%)

Pennsylvania 17 1, 141 2 (-44) 15 ( 1%) 232(20%) 602 (53%) 290 (26%)

Rhode island 1 34 21 (62%) 13 (38%)

South Carolina 14 7, 818 16 («%) 9 (..%) 1,357(1 7%) 2, 341 (30%) 4,095 (53%)

South Dakota 7 1,016 -- -- 252(25%) 263 (26%) SC! (49%)

Tennessee 10 674 22 ( 3%) 5 ( 1%) 27( 4%) 352 (52%) 268 (40%)

Texas 124 19, 714 377 ( 2%) 8 (..%) 402( 2%) 10, 093 (51%) 8, 834 (45%)

Utah 19 3.792 26 ( 1%) 14 (--%1 190(16%) 2, 396 (63%) 766 (20%)

Vermont 11 372 2 ( 1%) 89(24%) 127 04%) 254 (42%)

Virginia 6 917 6 ( 1 %) 10 ( 1%) 22( 2%) 871 (95%) 8 ( I%)

Washington 34 1,630 2 (--%) 1 (.-%) 421(26%) 741 (45%) 465 (29%)

West Virginia 10 514 43 ( 8%) 10 ( 2%) 27( 5%) 200 (39%) 234 (46%)

Wisconsin 81 8.378 5 ( -.4,1 307 1 4%1 3.029 136%) 1, 189 (14%) 3, 848 (46%)

Wyoming 4 117 -- 51(44%) 66 (56%)

American Samoa 0 -0-
Guam 2 90 1 ( +1 %) 85 (94%) 4 (44%)

Puerto Rico 132 6,050 40 1 %) 34 (1%) 723(12 %) 4,612 (76%) 641 (11%)

Virgin islands 3 140 3 (+2%) 2( +1 %) 111 (79%) 24 (17%)

TOTALS 1,162 134,435 1, 388(1%) 1,3991(1%) 18,272(24%) 58, 269 (43 %) 55, 2071(42%)

*Tills figure of 34 represents 30 direct grants to 30 of the state's 169 towns plus 4 grants to4 regional education service agencies which

trained an additional 49 towns. However, these 34 grants were not depicted on FORM 25 as Individual programs. The totals were

forwarded by the State Coordinator, so the exact number of training programs which trained the total of 2,678 is not known. Therefore,

the 34 is not reflected in the total of training programs (1162) which were reported on FORM 2s for the NDETP assessment.



TAM I 3a SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER, TYPE AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY

(For All Levels as Repotted to USOE on NDETP Anesament FORM 2 and Program information Update Form)

State/Territory

AU

State
Total

State County
Level Level

Personnel Personnel

Community All
Level School

Personnel Personnel Youth

Alabama 8, 733 25 221 ( 3%) 802 ( 9%) 2,490 (29%) 5,195 (59%)

Alaska* 681 49 ( 7%) -- 265 (39%) 250 (37%) 117 (17%)

Arizona 4,158 171-1%) 37 ( 1%) 2, 135051%) 1,920 (46%) 49 ( 1%)

Arkansas 570 34 6%) 62 (11 %) 55 (10 %) 237 (41%) 162 (32%)

California' 2.076 10811 sx) 631 (30 %) 9911(48%) 343h17%)

Colorado* 342 4 ( 1%) 59 (17%) 61 (18k) 134 (39%) 84 (25%)

Connecticut 7.. 6 'I 34 ( 1%) -- 62 ( 2%) 1, 784 (67%) 798 (30%)

Delaware 25, 165 15 309 ( 1%) 1,055 ( 4%) 23, 786 (95%)

District of Columbia 26, 301 3,422 (13 %) 2,672 (10%) 20,207 (77%)

Florida 15'053 124 40 201 28,444 (19%) 123,844 (81%)

Georgia 20.034 10 42 2,0861(10%) 1,759 ( 9%) 16,1261(81%)

Hawaii 253 7 ( 5%) .- 61 (40%) 54 (35%) 31 (20%)

Idaho 129 28 (22%) 2 (-2%) 17 (13%) 25 (19%) 57 (44%)

Illinois 4,175 66 ( 2%) 198 ( 5%) 651 (15 %) 3,179 (76%) ( 2%)

Indiana 1.204 2 :27 (11%) 1 014 (84 %) 61(5%)

Iowa 30, 417 32 112 6, 582 (22%) 2, 101 ( 7%) 21,590 (71%)

Kansas 3, 238 4 22 ( 1%) 1,218 (38%) 1,277 (39%) 717 (22%)

Kentucky* 1,172 88 ( 7%) 25 ( 2%) 67 ( 6%) 632 (54 %) 360 (31%)

Lotddana I, 829 3 SS ( 3%) 112 ( 6%) 958 (53%) 701 (38 %)

Maine 5,129 3 1,289 (23%) 691 (14%) 3,146 (61 %)

Maryland 18,258 23 34 1,499 ( 8 %) 16,065 (88%) 637 ( 4%)

Massachusetts* 261 201( 8%) 226 (87 %) 141( 5%)

Michigan 3,093 81 ( 3%) 37 ( 1%) 520 (17%) I, 742 (56%) 713 (23%)

Minnesota 4, 703 2 555 (12 %) 3, 785 (80%) 361 ( 8%)

Mint* Ind 1,106 4 9 ( 1%) 180 (16 %) 381 (35%1 532 (48%)

Missouri 773 11 ( 1%) 1%) 28 ( 4%) 603 (78 %) 126 (16%)

Montana 367 7 ( 2%) 19 ( 5%) 76 (21%) 135 (37%) 130 (35%)

Nebraska 487 2 3 ( 1%) 921 (19%) 2441(50%) 145 (30%)

Nevada 1,550 3 IS 1%) 115 ( 7%) 1,314 (85%) 103 ( 7%)

New Hampshire * 4, 636 13 685 (15%) 817 (18%) 3.121 (67%)

New kney 536 21 ( 4%) 22 ( 4%) 487 (91%) 6( 1%)
New Mexico* 822 4 191 (23%) 466 (57%) 161 (20%)

New York 118 1 (-1%) 117(499%)

North Carolina 3,775 12 1, 112 (30%) 2,499 (66%) 152 ( 4%)

North Dakota 1,352 1441.(11:) 1 5271 (39%) 404 (30%) 275 (20%)

Ohio 1,212 2 13 ( I%) 1, 197 (99%)

Oklahoma 22,261 429 2 t) 3,636 (16%) 4,664 (21%) 429 ( 2%) 13,103 (59%)

Oregon 1,645 -- 560 (34%) 665 (40%) 420 (26%)

Pennsylvania 1,576 12 ( 1' I 18 ( 1%) 403 (26%) 790 (50%) 353 (22%)

Rhode Island 1,166 S ( 1 1, 170(981 %) 13 ( 1%)

South Carolina 7,818 16 9 1,357 (17%) 2, 341 (30%) 4,095 (53%)

'South Dakota 1,016 -- -- 252 (25%) 263 (26%) 501 (49%)

Tennessee 825 42 ( 5-) 35 ( %%) 23 ( 3%) 390 (47%) 335 (41%)

Texas 19, 714 377 ( 24) 8 402 ( 2%) 10,093 (51%) 8,834 (45%)

Utah 3 990a awaitin FORM 2 desert tions on last 4 District Works

Vermont 372 2 ( l's) 89 (24%) 127 (34%) 154 (41 %)

Virginia 917 6 I 1'-) 10 ( 1') 22 ( 2%) 871 (9.5%) 8 ( 1%)

Washington 1,630 2 421 (26%) 741 (4S %) 465 (29%)

Wen Virginia 514 4318'1 10 2't) 27 ( 5%) 200 (39%) 234 (46%)

Wiscondn 3, 630b 3 8 446 (12%) ogg (25%) 2,105 (63%)

Wyoming 117 SI (44%) 66 (56%)

American Samoa -0-
Guam* 90 1 (1%) 65 (94%) 4 (+4%)

Puerto Rico* 14.169 86 34 3.154 (22%) 6,532 (46%) 44363 (31%)

Virgin Islands 140 3 (.2%) 2 (.1%) III (79%) 24 (17%)

TOTALS 415,698

ADJUSTED TOTALSc 411,708 1,891 ( -1' .) 4,88711 lc.) 37,664 ( 9%) 1..8,002 (26%) 259,2631 (63%)

33 States and Territories That Returned Program Information Update Forms Reflecting a) Training Figures for '70-'71 School
Year Programs for which No FORM 2 Had Been Submitted to USOE; b) 1971 Summer Training Ptograms for which No FORM 2

Had Been Submitted to USOE, or c) Concurrence with the Figures Already Reported to USOE on FORM 2 and Shown on

TABLE I.

a Utah Rerorts having Trained a Total of 3,993 Individuals; However, the Breakdown of Types of Trainees Is Depicted on

FORM 2s which Have Not Been Received as of October 30, 1971.

b The Wisconsin State Team Did Not Record individuals Trained Beyond Levels 1 and 2; However, the CESA Teams

Submitted FORM 2s for Local School (Level 3) Training. This Accounts for the Difference In the Wisconsin Totals

on TABLES 3 and 3a.

c The Adjusted Total Is Computed by Subtracting Utah's 3,990875Ince the Breakdown In the Other Five Columns is Not
Available.
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82.

ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a

With reference to the 33 states and territories that returned NDETP Program Information Update Forms (depicted with an

asterisk on the foregoing TABLE 3a), two questions were asked of the State Coordinator:

1) What is your source for these (updated) data?

2) Are there changes and/or additions you wish to make with reference to the number of trainees being reported to

USOE for your state or territory?
Following are the itemized (1 and 2) responses given by each of the 33 states and territories.

Alabama
1) Did not respond to this question
2) None
Alaska
1) Workshop Sign-up Sheets
2) None
Arizona
1) Follow-up evaluation reports from workshop participants

2) None
Arkansas
1) Registration at each training center
2) None
Californi a
1) Official State Drug Education Training Program Records and Record:: of Long Beach Unified School District

2) a) Addition to Duration oE Training Chart, page 1, Summary for California -- Level 3 -- all 1489 trainees had

between 30 and 40 hours of training. We recomnr..11.1stronelviliat the cate.sorylisted as 10 to 40 hours of

trainingssittact be bro!,eit into smaller segments. There is a sisvficant difference between 10-20 and 30-40

hours of trainien: (Ediror's Note: This recommendation was aPpreciared and acted upon. The results are

shown on TABLE 4. )
b) For the 4th level of Training, which took place in one. of our ten largest school districts, each person involved

received 14 hours of training.
c) There is a major error at the bottom of page 2, below Tablz 3A. The State Leadership Team did not receive

training at any National Training Center. Please delete reference to AJeltdu and S. F.S. C.

Colorado
1) Data will remain the same as originally reported
2) Note: Under Table 3A, statement reflects that the "figure (Total Number of State Level Personnel who have

received NDFTP Training in FY '70: tl..) does not include 6 members of the State Leadership Team who received

four weele. of training at the National Training Centers sponsored by Adelphi University (I) and SFSC (5)."

Correction: all 6 were trained at San Francisco State College (SFSC). We had no trainees at Adelphi.

Connecticut
1) Sheets returned by each of the 31 LEAs
2) None
Delaware
1) Progress Report
2) The Level 3 figure to Yoath (23, 176) represents the number of 5th and 6th graders who were provided with class-room

instruction during Drug Awareness Week - May 10 - 14, 1971.

Florida
1) (See Other Changes)
2) The Level 3 figures (27, 813 School Personnel and 123, 705 Youth) have been changed but exact nurnber is not

available. The attac:.ed charting of progress of local school districts presents an approximate figure for Level 3

involvement: 151,518 Total. No indication of community personnel trained at Level 3. NOTE: the Totals

reflected on the Update() 'raid,: 3a include estimates from Level 3.

Illinois
l) Did not respond to this question
2) None
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83.

ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a (page 2)

Indiana
1) Did not respond to this question
2) The forms returned in April 1971 reflected the total participants in our training sessions.

Iowa
1) Did not respond to this question
2) None
Kansas
1) Reports from Regional Training Centers

2) Enclosed rue regional lists of people attending the last 4 workshops (not previously reported on FORM 2s).

Names arc not available for one workshop at the regional level.

Kentucky
1) Data supplied by Kentucl:y to USOE (Note: Data not available on Levels 2 and 3)

2) None
Maine
1) (See Other Changes)
2) As the MDLP "multiplier effect" progresses beyond the third level, the numbers of people involved directly or

indirectly is increasingly more difficult to accurately measure. For example, it is impossible to determine with

any degree of accuracy the number of participants involved in on-going community and school summer action

programs. This also bolas true with regard to organind yonth!adult small group meetings for continuing group

discussions and counseling and also for ascertaining the numbers of students who have been directly reached with

innovative classroom humaniring processes utilized as a result of our program within the school systems.

We know that as a result of the MDLP, many communities and schools nave created and supported local drug

crisis intervention and referral centers. They have been designed kr not only conaseling and assistance, but

also for continuing preventive drug use and abuse education programs. Again, complete data on the numbers

of people involved with such services is virtually impossibie to contain.

We do, however, for the :.hove reasons, :ubmit that the figures we have compiled thus far are in reality lowsr

titan those actna repre:.enting the total nntaber of people who have both directly and indirectly been affected

and involved in the NIDE:. furthar expect that by October 1, 1971, the reported figures will be updated to

include more state level trainer institutes, ocal school and community summer programs, and early fall local

preventive drug education programs. (Editor's Note: The October 1 report has not been received as of October

30, 1971.)
M aryl and

1) An evaluation form completed by each county on their local drug awareness programs

2) Ncne
M ass an Innetts

1) Attendance records kept
2) The Level 1 figure of 85 individuals includes State Level Personnel. Such persons were classified on the basis

of their occupational-professional background.

Nfiehi-tan
1) Participants' declaration of their classification at registration
2) Reports on some 9 other Level 1 training programs serving sonic 2, S00 additional persons have been completer;

since the last report and are heig submitted with this report. (Editor's Note: These figures are reflected on both

TABLEs 3 and :4:1 since each of the training programs was described on FORM 2.)

Mittre:ot a
l) Additional reports from schools

2) None
Montana
1) No Cnange
2) No change tron the data :gs originally repotted

New. 113,1p.)Cr...

1) Final tabltiations of programs for entire year

2) None
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a (page 3)

New Mexico
1) Did not respond to this question
2) None
North Dakota
1) Shelley summary plus additions
2) Additional Workshops (to those already reported on Shelley NDETP Assessment

Mary College, April 28 -- 30 community people (2 hours)

150 Occupational Therapists (6 hours)
Dickinson Stay. Teachers College -- 150 new teachers (3 hours)

Self-Enhancement Education, June 7-11 -- 20 educators (30 hours)
it June 14-18 -- 20 educators (30 hours)

Tioga Communication Workshop, June -- 30 students (30 hours)

Oklahoma
1) Records kept during the 1970-71 school year by our office

2) The number of School Districts participating (250 out of 600) has not changed

report. The total number of people who have received training as of June 30,

actually represent the number of trained personnel in the state of Oklahoma.

number of people who have taken part in our program presentations at varying

drug education training to 429 adult educators and 124 students as of Jnne 30,

84 1

Forms):

in this category since April 1, 1971
1971: 22,261 -- this figure does not

The 22,261 people do represent the
lengths. We have provided in -depth
1971.

Oregon,
1) Rosters of participants
2) Note: It is estimated that 15 DEPOT Coordinators, 650 teachers, 255 guests, 420 students and 305 community

resource participants were involved in this program. Th. number ,e'ven in answer to Question 3 (655 people who

have received ;raining ,s of lime 30, 1971), refers only to those particiunt.s staring for the entire 40-hou

workshop presentation.
Pennsylvania
1) Office records recorded on E. F. Shelley and Company Form 1 and 2

2) Temple University is conducting 4 residency workshops during the summer. No reports are available at this time

on these sessions. East Stroundsburg State College is conducting 1 workshop during the summer. No report is

available at this time.
Rhode Island
1) Did not respond to this tiuestion
2) None
Soa. Dakota
1) Sign-up Sheets from Regioual Workshops
2) None
Tennessee
1) Totals from 10 Regional Workshops
2) A Make-Up Conference is planned for the 7 (school) systems who did not participate during 1970-71.

Utah
1) See your own print-out! I am not going to redo what we have so tediously already done:11

2) You have received completed FORMS 2 and 3 on all but 4 of the 3ti fellow -up workshops or seminars. We will

send these four as soon IS possible. Two additional school districts will he involved in August and September.

This makes 33 of 40 districts in the state who have paiticipated in the State Drug Education Program.

Wiscolisin
1) Reports from Cool eratiYe Educational Service Agencies (CESAs)

2) All 456 School Districts in Wisconsin are assigned to the 19 Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESAs).

These agencies took the place of the county superintendents' offices. No county data is available since records

are kept by CESAs. Also, data from the individual school districts are not available at this time. Information

will be sought on a sample basis as a part of the 1971-72 evaluation. (See: Enclosed "Summary of CESA

Reports of Drug Education Project Activities, 1970 - 1971" for complete details as to 1) Inservice Programs,

2) Total Number of Participants, 3) Content of Proigant, 4) Length of Workshop, 5) Materials Purchased, and

6) Report of Additional Funds generated by each crsA for Drug &Mention Training. (Editor's Note: This report

is contained in the Wisconsia Program Description r.f Purposes and Methods located in the Appendix.)
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a (page 4)

Guam
1) Project Director's Records
2) None
Puerto Rico
1) FORMS 2 and 3 (of the Shelley Company NDETP Assessment Instrument)

2) None
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90.

Training Outcomes Questionnaire

This instrument was designed to augment the collection of

descriptive data as the multiplier effect was traced across the

levels of a state. It gathered information from a sample of

persons who had actually been involved in the training programs.

The form was structured against the general design specifications

of the National program and assessed a trainee's perception of

changes in his own opinions, attitudes, and formal actions re-

garding drug abuse. Since each state and territory developed

a program design across its expected levels of impact, a measuring

instrument was necessary that would focus on the desired informa-

tion without being affected by the different program designs.

Constraints imposed on the analysis of the data were:

a. Limited evaluation resources for the assessment

of NDETP effects across 60,000 school districts;

b. Low response rate to requests for state program

designs from state Directors who were to supply

names of trainees participating in state programs;

c. Incomplete lists of program participants, which

limited sampling at the local level.

The questionnaire was designed to assess participant's

perceptions of training. Eliciting a recall of the training

session, the questionnaire forced respondents to identify

their opinions, attitudes, and actions. The face validity

of this instrument was established through field tests in two

regions of the United States.



91.

QULSTIONNA1RE

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer each question by darkening the box representing your soarer (a) or by writing in your
altSWer on the lines provided. (Kindly disregard the numerals above boxes--they are machine procesdng instrucdons. )

I. A. 5. Does your local community have chug education program MT
Do you feel that drug use in America today is a problem? 31

1)YES

I) YES 2) NO
I I 2) NO 3) DON'T KNOW
U 3) NO OPINION 6. A.

B. Are you presently engaged in any aspect of drug education
If asked a year ago, would you have thought it was a or rehabilitation?
problem/ 32

12 0 I) YES
C I) TES 0 2) NO
f 2) NO B.

u 3) NO OPINION If so, is it included in any of the fallowing activities?
C. (check appropriate box)
Do you think it is more of a problem now than last year? 33

13 I) Elementary preventive chug education
I) YES 17:1 2) Junior High preventive chug education
2) NO 3) High School preventive drug education
3) NO OPINION 4) Adult community drug education program

2. Do you believe drug use within your community is more
of a problem now than last year?

14

I) YES
D 2) NO
1.) 3) NO OPINION

3. A.
Within the past year do you think you have increased
your knowledge concerning drugs, drug abuse, drug
prevention agencies and drug information resources
in your community?

IS

[2 5) Youth/adult commuidtydnag education program
0 6) Drug intervention program /counseling with

experimental drug users
0 7) Drug rehabilitation program/working with drug

addicts in a controlled setting
8) Other:

34 38

1 I
(for office use only)

)1) YES C.

D2) NO Is this more than you were doing last year?
1.1 3) NO OPINION 39

B. I) YES

If you answered mto question 3A, please check the 2) NO

general areas In which you feel your knowledge has 7. A.

Increased: People see drug education in various ways. Please check

16 which view is closest to your own. If your perception
Kirds of drugs and their effects encompasses more than one, please check each and indicate
individual and social factors affecting drug use in 78 to which one you would give Hat importance.
Drug culture Jargon 40

Your state laws concerning drugs I) Drug education is concerned primarily with
Availability of drugs in your community prevention and treatment of drug abuse.

Li Treatment and rehabilitation resources and U 2) The aim of drug education is part of a larger
services available to drug users in your community concern to safeguard the welfare and

Drug prevention programs and services available productiveness of future generations.
to potential drug users in your community 3; Drug education is past of the school's larger role

U Constructive alternatives to the abuse of drugs of developing new relationships with the

4. A. community and community agencies.
Within the past year do you think you have changed your 11 4) Drug education is part of a larger concern to
attitude or feelings about people who use drugs? humanize education and make it both more

24 interesting and relevant to youth.

LI] 1) YES 5) Drug education is part of efforts to deal with the

LJ 2) NO communication eep and all the things which
B. cause large scale divisions and misunderstandings

within our society.
6) Other, desaibe:

If yes, How?

2S 30

(for office use only)

46 48

(for office use only)
7.8.

If more than one is checked above, indicate here the
number of the one which you would list fiat.

49



9 2 .

Page Two

8. A.

Have you participated in any formal program within the past year that was aimed at Influencing your knowledge
or feelings about drug use?

11

11 I) YES
0 2) NO

B.

If yes, have you participated in more than one such activity?
12

I) YES
u 2) NO

C.

Please indicate, the dates and sponsorship of each program you were involved in. You may we approximate dates if
exact dates cannot be recalled. (For month use 2 digits, 1. e., 01 h January).

Program 1

Program 2

Program 3

Be inni Date of P. m. Endin Date of P m. Total Home Pro am S oared B
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

1:13 03
Mo. Day Year

25 26 27 for officeCD U--i I 1 we only)
Mo. Day Year

30 31 32 33 43 44 (far office
IM34 i I I use only)

Mo. Day Year Mo. Day Year

47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 S7 58 at officeam OD U:3 MI
12,1Aar

use only)
Mo. Day Year Mo. Day Year

D.

U more than one program is listed above, please check the box below corresponding to the one program which had the most
yaw: for v.

64

Program 1
Program 2
Program 3

(ANSWER QUESTIONS 9, 10, II FOR THE PROGRAM YOU ATTENDED, OR IF YOU PARTICIPATE IN MORE THAN ONE,
ONLY FOR THE PROGRAM WHICH YOU INDICATED ABOVE AS BEING MOST VALUABLE TO YOU).

9. A.

Please check each of the outcomes that you feel resulted for you and/or your community from the (canal program in which
you participated.

65

a) An increase in your general infonnation about the national drug problem.
L? b) An increase in your general information about your community's drug problem.

c) An increase in specific information you have about action to be taken to deal with the problem at the national level.
d) An increase in specific information you have about action to be taken to deal with the problem at the local leveL

L e) An increase in your understanding of the ways for dealing with differences between people.
o f) A personal feeling that the drug problem is too hopelessly complex for effective solution.
Li g) A personal acquisition of skills needed if you intend to help solve the drug problem.
L J h) A personal feeling that action can and should be taken now to begin to solve the problem.

i) A reduction in the use of drugs by students.
u J) An increase in avallability of money and/or people to help solve drug problems.
rik) The opportunity for students to be involved in your local school drug education program.
01) A personal awareness of the misuse/ abuse of legal drugs, i.e., caffeine, nicotine, alcohol,

prescription/ non-prescription drugs.
B.

Which of the above outcomes do you feel were most valuable tong and/or your community/
Please indicator by writing the corresponding letters in the boxes below.

77 78 79

r



10. A.

It you received formal drug education training, please indicate below whether it included activities dealing with

n a) improvement of organtration.d skills
ri 13) creation and operation of task-oriented teams
Li development of drug education curricula for schools or community

J Improvement of interpersonal communication skills
3 c) development of self- awareness
[] 0 improvement of problem-solving skills

g) Improvement of evaluative skills for materials and programs
I h) skills to adapt programs to specific gtoups (aos-cultural, bI.Ungual)

Li i) skills to motivate your community to action

12.

14.

93.

Paste 'Three

B.

If you have had occasion to use any of the skills you acquired in training, which of the above were most beneficial to you
in practice? (indicate answer (s) by checking boxes, below, next to the letten corresponding to the above activities).

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 V 28al;] W c) dip e)0 00 g)0 hi

if you. received formal drug education training, please Indicate below the means of instruction utilized. (Check as many as applicable).
Z4

3 4) lecturer
7 h) lectures with discussion
E c) panel discussions

d) films and other media
c) field trips

problem-solving

B.

39

it

rl g) small group discussions
h) tole playing, psychodrama, simulation
I) case study

C J) dramatic presentations, skits
k) other:

41

II (for office use only)

if you were now to be given the responsibility to run an effective drug education program, which of the above
instructional means would you utilize? (Indicate answer (s) by checking boxes, below, next to Use letters
corresponding to the above activities).

42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52
411; c)L 00 e)0 00 00 100 1)0 i)0 k)0

C.

If you have been involved In some capacity in drug education, please check below those methods which you have utilized.
53 54 SS 56 57 5.1 59 60 61 62 63

.1)9 b):2) Op dip eiC OD 810 h/CI le DO k)0
Resides formal programs which were aimed at influencing your knowledge or feelings about drugs, what has been
the single, most influential source of information for m?

64

Li I) Newspapers
n 2) TV
0 3) Films about drugs - not seen on TV

4) Word of mouth
L. 5) Personal Experience
Li 6) Other:

65 66

Please cheek category below that best describes you:
67

[] a) educational personnel (local schools)
b) educational personnel (county/state)

( e) student
d) parent
e) community agency personnel
f) health/mental health personnel
g) law enforcement personnel

J h) concerned citizen
I] i) other:

(for office use only)

68 69

(for office use only)

If you have additional comments you wish to express, please use the back of this page. Place the completed questionnaire
in the enclosed self-addressed, franked envelope and return promptly. Your cooperation he been greatly appreciated.

99
Thank You



94.

The original assessment plan called for two outcome samples

to be taken, one during March 1971 and the other in May. In

response to changing program needs at the Office of Education,

an additional sample was added in September 1971. Initially,

it was planned that these samples would be drawn from complete

lists of training participants included in the state program

designs. These were to be mailed in by state directors, regional

directors and local trainers. However, several states sub-

mitted incomplete lists of participants' names and addresses.

The three samples were, therefore, drawn of necessity from

those states available. TABLE 5 indicates the completeness

of response by state for each sample.

Sample 1 (March 1971) was based on the responses of 18

states, 37 st :es or territories having failed to provide the

necessary information-following an initial request for state

program data in December 1970. A second request for state

design for the May 1971 sample resulted in the addition of 10

more states to the sample lists, 27 states or territories still

failing to provide adequate design information. Sample 3 was

based on 36 states responding by September 1971. The three

samples are treated as a replication even though they sampled

different populations.

Three questionnaire items were used to identify respondents

who had participated in drug education programs other than those

sponsored by the Office of Education. These persons were elimi-

nated from the analysis. TABLE 6 outlines the screening process

for Samples 1, 2, and 3. As a result of this process, the

analysis was based on a sample size of 357 respondents for

Sample 1, 244 for Sample 2, and 878 for Sample 3.

r



TABLE 5 - Size of Sample and Response - Outcomes Questionnaire 95.

SAMPLE I SAMPLE II SAMPLE III Total
Sent

Total
ReturnedMailed Returned . Mailed Returned Mailed Returned

Alabama 17
r

14 17 14

Alaska 5 4 30 le.., 35 20
Arizona

4
60 38 60 38

Arkansas
. ,-

60 32 60 32
California 82 56 14 9 120 70 216 135

Colorado
-

19 11 60 36 79 47
Connecticut

l'
18 15 20 7 38 22

Delaware 30 22 38 19 30 14 98 55

District of Columbia 4A 4 30 6 34 10

Florida
.

70 43
ON

70 43
Georgia 80

.....

52 80 52
Hawaii

..
60 26 60 26

Idaho 30 24 16 11 46 35
Illinois 60 40 60 40
Indiana 1 1 30 21 31 22
Iowa 60 33 60 33
Kansas 40 32

-
3 2 43 34

Kentucky 24 18 30 21 54 39
Louisiana 9 6 30 13 39 19

Maine 10 7 15 13 , 50 27 75 47
Maryland 30 26 31 24 30 13 91 63
Massachusetts 30 19 30 19

Michigan 11 6 60 31 71 37
Minnesota 1 1 60 30 61 31

Mississippi 60 31 60 31

Missouri 40 25 4 4 44 _ 29
Montana 32 27. 32 27
Nebraska 20 19 10 5 30 _ 24
Nevada 31 10 30 15 61 25
New Hampshire 60 29 2 2 30 15 92 46
New Jersey 60 43 20 8 80 51

New Mexico 60 25 60 25
New York . 17 12 30 18 47 30
North Carolina 11 8 60 39 71 47
North Dakota 30 14 30 14

Ohio 23 16
,

23 16

Oklahoma 40 26 12 11 52 37
Oregon 60 40 60 40
Pennsylvania 31 23 31 23
Rhode island - -
South Carolina 5 3 5 3

South Dakota 60 37 60 37
Tennessee 60 33 60 33

Texas 50 35 18 9 68 44
Utah 60 33 60 33

Vermont 40 19 40 19

Virginia 60 26 60 26

Washington 60 47 60 47
West Virginia 30 19 30 19

Wisconsin 70 51 25 15 5 66
Wyoming 30 23 . 30 23

American Samoa - -
Guam 30 18 30 18

Puerto Rico 40 20 40 20
Virgin Islands

r
- -

TOTALS:
842 580 437 298

-

1, 640 888 2, 919 1, 766



TABLE 6

SAMPLE 1:

SAMPLE 2:

SAMPLE 3:

Result of Screening Process to Determine
NDETP Respondents for Samples 1, 2, and 3.

580 returned questionnaires
-223 result of screening for NDETP participants
357 responses for general analysis

580 responses for general analysis

298 returned questionnaires
-39 result of screening for NDETP participants
-15 incomplete or damaged questionnaires
244 usable responses

283 responses for general analysis

888 returned questionnaires
-10 incomplete or damaged questionnaires
a78 usable NDETP responses

878 responses for general analysis

96.

Ti
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97.

In the analysis of data from this instrument participants

in the NDETP were catagorized as 1) educational personnel, both

in the local schools and in adrilinistration at the county and

state levels; 2) students; 3) parents; or 4) a variety of com-

munity, health, and law enforcement personnel. TABLE 7 gives

the breakdown of participants for each sample.

TABLE 7: Sample Size and Percent of Respondent Type of
Samples 1, 2, and 3

Educational
Personnel Students Parents

Community
Personnel

Sample 1
N=580

412
(71%)

72
(12%)

24
(4%)

72
(12%)

Sample 2 153 44 27 59
N=283 (54%) (15%) (9%) (21%)

Sample 3 455 110 57 256
N=878 (51%) (12%) (6%) (31%)



98.

The three samples were drawn at different times in

order to tap the "multiplier" at its descending levels.

TABLE 7 indicates that approximately three-fourths of the

respondents in Sample 1 were educational personnel, while

in Samples 2 and 3 approximately one-half of the respondents

were so classified. The percentage of community personnel,

on the other hand, increased from 12% in Sample 1 to 31%

in Sample 3.

TABLES 8 - 12 provide data analyzed in an effort to

determine whether different types of trainees (i.e.,

educational personnel, students, parents, and community

personnel) perceive the effects of training differently.

The analysis was accomplished by comparing the four types of

respondents on 1) perceptions of the training sessions, and

2) perceived effects of the training session. Data relative

to the events surrounding the training sessions include 1)

the participant's perceptions of the program's intended out-

comes (TABLE 8); 2) instructional methods used in the

sessions compared to desired methods (TABLE 9); 3) training

activities compared to desired activities (Table 10); and 4)

those activities considered beneficial in practice. Effects

of NDETP programs may be indicated by 1) areas of increased

knowledge (TABLE 11); or 2) areas of local involvement

(TABLE 12). TABLES 13 through 20 show the percentage of

each trainee group responding to those item choice categories

that pertain to NDETP purposes.
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Reconstruction of the training session involves 1) the

outcomes of the programs; 2) methods of instruction; and

3) activities used. TABLE 13 indicates the percentage of

outcomes chosen by the four respondent types across Sample 1,

2, and 3. Outcomes most frequently chosen weir (percents

listed below were obtained from TABLE 22):

a. "a personal feeling that action can and should be

taken now to begin to solve the problem" (76%)

b. "an increase in general information about national

drug problem" (71%)

c. "an increase in specific information about action

to be taken to deal with differences between people"

(58%)

"an increase in general information about the com-

munity drug problem" (66%).

Across the three samples, the following tendencies were

found:

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated "information

about action to be taken to deal with the problem

at the local level" and "an increase fn understanding

of the ways to deal with differences between people"

b. a lower percentage of parents and community personnel

indicated "a personal acquisition of skills needed

to help solve the drug problem" and "the opportunity

for students to be involved in local programs"

c. a lower percentage of community personnel indicated

d.

"a personal feeling that action can and should be

taken now"

105
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Activities and instructional methods used in the

training sessions reveal the veneral approach taken to dis-

seminate information. TABLE 14 shows the percent of instruc-

tional methods used in the training sessions for Samples 1, 2,

and 3. Instructional methods most often reported were

(percentages were obtained from TABLE 22):

a. "Lectures with discussions" (73%)

b. "Small group discussions" (74%)

c. "Film and other media" (75%)

d. "Lectures" (58%)

e. "Panel discussions" (61%)

Differences occurring across the three samples were:

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated lectures

and small group discussions

b. a higher percentage of parents indicated field trips

and role playing

c. a lower percentage of community personnel indicated

lectures with discussions

d. a higher percentage of community personnel indicated

problem solving

e. a lower percentaae of educational personnel and com-

munity personnel indicated case studies

f. a lower percentage of educational personnel and

parents indicated dramatic presentations.

Activities most often reported were (TABLE 15) (percentages

were obtained from TABLE 22):

a. "Development of drug education curricula (60%)

106
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b. "Development of self-awareness" (49%)

c. "Improvement of interpersonal communication

skills (48%)

Fluctuations occurring across the respondent types were:

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated "improvement

of organizational skills", "improvement of problem-

solving skills", and "skills to motivate community

action"

b. a higher percentage of educational personnel indicated

"development of drug education curricula"

c. a lower percentage of students and parents indicated

"improvement of interpersonal communication skills"

d. a lower percentage of educational personnel indicated

"development of self-awareness"

e. a lower percentage of parents indicated "skills to

motivate community action"

Activities considered most beneficial in practice (TABLE 16)

mirror those most frequently chosen in TABLE 15. Differences

between respondent types were:

a. a lower percentage of students indicated "improvement

in organizational skills"

b. a higher percentage of educational personnel indi-

cated "development of drug education curricula"

c. a higher percentage of students indicated "develop-

ment of self-awareness"

Effects of the training session can be inferred through

the respondents 1) participation in additional drug education

107
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programs; 2) areas of increased knowledge: 3) areas of local

involvement; and 4) instructional methods to be used in the

future. Across the three samples, 44% of the participants

reported additional program participation; 46% indicated no

additional participation. A higher percentage of community

personnel indicated additional participation (TABLE 17).

Areas of increased knowi.edge were reported as

(TABLE 18) (percentages were obtained from TABLE 22):

a. "Knowledge about kinds of drugs and their effects"

(83%)

b. "Knowledge about individuals and social factors

affecting drug use" (74%)

c. "Knowledge about drug culture jargon" (60%)

Differences across respondent types were:

a. a lower percentage of students indicated increased

knowledge in individual and social. factors, drug

culture jargon, treatment and rehabilitation resources,

and drug prevention programs

b. a higher percentage of students indicated increased

knowledge in kinds of drugs and their effects

c. a lower percentage of students and parents indicated

increased knowledge in state laws and availability

of drugs

Areas of local involvement were (TABLE 19):

a. "Elementary preventive drug programs" (31%)

b. "Junior high preventive drug programs" (37%)

c. "High school preventive drug programs" (40%)

108
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Differences between respondent types were:

a. a lower percentage of students reported involvement

in elementary and adult community programs

b. a higher percentage of community personnel indicated

involvement in high school, drug intervention, and

drug rehabilitation programs

c. a lower percentage of students and parents indicated

involvement in junior high drug programs

Instructional methods to be used in the future mirrored

those most frequently reported as used in the training

sessions. Differences between the respondent types were

(TABLE 20):

a. a higher percentage of education personnel indicated

future use of panel discussions and films

b. a lower percentage of community personnel reported

future use of field trips

c. a lower percentage of students reported future use

of problem-solving

The above analysis indicates that both students and

parents perceived themselves as less involved in NDETP programs

than either educational personnel or community personnel. A

close examination of the item distributions for Samples 1, 2,

and 3 in TABLE 21 supports this conclusion for the three .

response groups. For an overview of the three samples across

the respondent types, TABLE 22 shows percentages of responses

by questionnaire items for the three samples combined.
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In terms of the Training Outcomes analysis alone the

following conclusions might be drawn concerning the question

"Have the purposes of NDETP been served?"

a. Three-quarters of the respondents indicated as out-

comes of the program 1) "Feeling that action can

and should be taken now to begin to solve the drug

problem and 2) "General information about the

national drug problem".

b. Three-quarters of the respondents indicated the

following methods were used in the training center:

1) lectures with discussions; 2) films and other

media; and 3) small group discussions. Approx-

imately 60% would use these instructional' methods

in the future.

c. Sixty percent of the participants felt that the

training sessions dealt with development of drug

education curricula; 31% felt that this activity was

most beneficial in practice.

d. Only 44% of the participants had participated in

additional drug programs; 46% indicated no additional

participation.

e. Sixty percent indicated they were doing more than

previously in drug education programs.

f. An overwhelming majority of participants felt thdt

they had increased their knowledge of drugs, drug
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effects, and factors affecting drug use. Approxi-

mately 60% felt an increase in knowledge of state

laws, drug jargon, as well as availability of drugs

and local resources for dealing with the drug

problem.

g. Approximately 40% of the participants indicated

involvement in 1) high school prevention programs,

2) junior high programs, and 3) elementary programs.

The above conclusions provide indications that the

stated program purposes were generally achieved. Information

was disseminated at varying levels through the educational

channels in the sampled states and there was a measurable

effect. The extent of this information dissemination and

the intrinsic effects of the training sessions can only be

inferred from the available data. The question of causality

cannot be addressed from the above analysis due to the

existence of intervening variables, which invalidate any

attribution of casual relationships between the measured

effects and the NDETP programs. Causation is a question for

research, which was categorically excluded from the purposes

of this survey.
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TABLE 22:
Pe :'centage of Responses by Questionnaire Item across Samples

127.

:,!t. Number Question Percentage

1A

1B

lc

3A

313.

4'N

5

Drug use in America today is a problem
Drug use in America today is not a problem

98
1

It was a problem last year 91
It was not a problem last year 6

It is more of a problem now than last year 70
It is not more of a problem now than last year 2.1
No opinion 3

Drug use within the community is more of a problem now
than last year 65

Drug use within the community is not more of a problem
now than last year 23

No opinion 4.

No Response 1

Incoee in knowledge concerning drugs in the community
'Ne increase in knowledge concerning drugs in the community
:n opinion

increase in knowledge about the kinds of drugs and their
effects

Increase in knowledge about individual. and social factors
affecting dug use

Iorc.ase in knowledge about drug culture jargon
Increase in know)ecige about state laws concerning drugs
Increase in availability of dreua in my community
Increase in knowledge about treatment nnd rehabilitation

resources and ,services available to drug users in
my communit).

Increase in knowledge about drug prevention progeams and
services avnilable to potential drug users in my
community

Increase in knowledge about constructive a:.ternatives to the
abuse of drugs

Change in attitudes or feelings al.a.ot people who use drugs
No change in attitudes Gr feelings about people who use drugs

The Iocal eommenity le7,,F dreg educatiren
The local comeen.iiv (ioes nu..t dee. edeeatien programs
No opinion
No response

133

.95
9

8:3

7.4

t30
7

51

58

5:

41

53
44

72
90

4
1



128.
Qtr. Number Question Percentage

6A

6B .

GC

7A

713

Presently engaged in an aspect of drug education or
rehabilitation

Not presently engaged in on aspect of drug education or
rehabilitation

No response

Participate in elementary preventive drug education
Participate in junior high preventive drug education
Participate in high school preventive drug education
Participate in adult community drug education program
Participate in youth/adult community drug education

program
Participate in drug intervention program/counseling with

experimental drug users
Participate in drug rehabilitation program/working with

drug addicts in a controlled setting
Participate in other programs

This is more activity than last year
This is not more activity than last year
No response

Drug education is concerned with prevention and treatment
of drug abuse

Drug education is a large concern to safeguard the welfare
and productiveness of future generations

Drug education is part of the school's larger role of develop-
ing new relationships with the community and community
agencies

Drug education is a larger concern to humanize education and
make it both more interesting and relevent to youth

Drug education is a part of efforts to deal with the communi-
cations gap and all things which cause divisions and mis-
enderstandings

Other viewpoints

Would indicate first the view that drug education is concerned
with prevention and treatment of drug abuse

Would indicate first the view that drug education is a larger
concern to safeguard the welfare and productiveness of
future generations

Would indicate first the view that drug education is a part of
the school's larger role of developing new relationships
with the community and community agencies

Would indicate first ihe view that drug education is a larger
concern to hunfanize education and make it both more
interesting and rele n. ant to youth

Would indicate first the view that drug education is a part
of efforts to deal with the communication gap

134

73

2
1

31
37
40
26

27

12

4
14 .

61
26
12

44

48

22

34

47

16

14

1

10

11



129.

Question !Percentage

Would indicate first that I view drug education in other
terms

Participated in a formal program within the past year
that was aimed at influencing my knowledge or feelings
about drug use

Have not participated in a formal program within the past
year that was aimed at influencing my knowledge or
feelings about drug use

Did not respond to the question

Have participated in more than one formal drug education
program

Have not participated in more than one formal drug education
program

No response

Indicated the outcome "an increase in my general infor-
mation about the national drug problem."

Indicated the outcome "on increase in my general information
about my community I E.: drug problem"

Indicated the outcome "on increase in specific information
I have about action to be taken to deal with the problem
at the national level"

Indicated the outcome "on increase in specific information I
have about action to be taken to deal with the problem
at the local level

Indicated the outcome "on increase in my understanding of
the ways for dealing with differences between people"

Indicated the outcome "a personal feeling that the drug problem
is too hopefully complex for effective solution"

Indicated the outcome " a personal acquistion of skills needed
if I intend to help solve the drug problem"

Indicated the outcome " a personal feeling that action can and
should be taken now to begin to solve the problem"

Indiet--ktcd the outcome " a reduction in the use of drug by stu-
dents"

Indicated the outcome "on increase in availability of money
and/or people to help solve drug problems"

Indicated the outcamie "the opportunity for students to .:)e
involved in my local :-;chool drug education program.'

Indicated the outcome " a personal awareness of the misuse/
abuse of legal. drugs

d first the °it:Toile "on increase in my general in-
formation about the national drug problem."

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in my general in-
fc.rmaLion about the conanunity's drug problem"

135

2

91

44

46
8

57

2:3

66

6

45

8

20

56

14

13



Qtr. Number Question
130.

iPercentage

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in specific
information I have about action to be taken to
deal with the problem at the national level" 1

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in specific
information I have about action to be taken to
deal with the problem at the local level" 14

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in my under-
standing of the ways for dealing with differences
between people" 14

Indicated first the outcome " a personal feeling that the
drug problem is too hopefully complex for effective
solution" 0

Indicated first the outcome "a personal acquisition of skills
needed if I intend to help solve the drug problem" 3

Indicated first the outcome " a personal feeling that action
can and should be taken now to begin to solve the problem 8

Indicated first the outcome " a reduction in the use of drugs
by students" 0

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in availability of money
and/or people to solve drug problems" 1

indicated first the outcome "the opportunity for students to
be involved in my local school drug education program" 9

Indicated first the outcome "a personal awareness of the
misuse/abuse of legal drugs

Indicated second the outcome ''on increase in my general in-
formation about the nRtional drug problem"

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in my general in-
formation about my community's drug problem"

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in specific inform-
ation have about action to he taken to deal with the
problem at the national level"

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in specific inform-
ation 1 have about action to be taken to deal. with the
problem al. the local ley el

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in my under-
standing of the ways for dealing with differences bet-
ween people"

Indicated second the outcome ''it personal feeling that the
drug problem is too hopefully complex for effective
solution"

indicated second the outcome "a personal acquisition of
skills needed if 1 intend to he]p solve the drug problem

Indicated second the outcome "a personal feeling that
action can and should he When now to begin to solve
the problem"

1ndieated second the outcome " a reduction in the use of
drugs by students"

136

1

6

1

12

12

1

11

19

1



131.
Qtr. Number Question Percentage

I
10A

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in avail-
ability of money and/or people to solve drug
problems

Indicated second the outcome "the opportunity for students
to be involved in my local school drug education pro-
gram"

Indicated second the outcome "a personal awareness of the
misuse/abuse of legal drugs"

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my general in-
formation about the national drug problem"

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my general in-
formation about my community's drug problem"

Indicated third the outcome increase in specific inform-
ation I have about action to be taken to deal with the
problem at the national level"

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in specific inform-
ation I have about action to be taken to deal with the
problem at the local level"

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my understanding
of the ways for dealing with differences between people"

Indicated third the outcome "a persona] feeling that the drug
problem is too hopefully complex for effective solution"

Indicated third the outcome " a personal acquisition of skills
needed if I intend to help solve the. drug problem"

Indicated third the outcome "a personal feeling that action
can and should be taken now to begin to solvethe pro-
blem"

Indicated third the outcome "a reduction in the use of drugs
by students"

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in availability of
money and/or people to solve drug problems"

Indicate third the outcome "the opportunity for students to be
involved in my local school drug education program"

Indicated third the outcome "a personal awareness of the
misuse/abuse of legal drugs"

The training session dealt with improvement of organizational
skills

The training session dealt with creation and operation of
task-oriented team::

The training session dealt with development of drug educa-
tion curricula for schools or communities

The training session dealt with improvement of interpersonal
communication skill

The training session dealt with development of self-aware-
ness

The training session dealt with improvement of problem-
. solving skills

137

3

11

7

3

4

0

7

6

1

6

13

1

4

15

22

32

!10

4!)

29



132.
Qtr. Number Question Percentage

1013

11A

1113

The training session dealth with improvement of evalua-
tive skills for materials and programs

The training session dealt with skills to adapt programs to
specific groups

The training session dealt skills to motivate my com-
munity to action

The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of
organizational skills

The skill most beneficial in practice is creation and operations
of task-oriented teams

The skill most beneficial. in practice is development of drug
education curricula for schools or community

The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of
interpersonal communiation skills

The skill most beneficial in practice is development of
self-awareness

The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of
problem-solving skills

The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of
evaluative skills for materials and programs

The skill most beneficial in practice is skills to adapt
programs to specific groups

The skill most beneficial in practice is skills to motivate
my community to action

Th(.. training session used lectures
The training session used lectures with discussion
The training session used pans] discussions
The training session used films and other media
The training session used field trips
The training session used problem-solving
The training session used role playing, psychodrama,

stimulation
The training session used small group discussions
The training session used ease study
The training session used dramatic presentations, skits
The training session used other types of instructional methods

Would use lectures
Would use lectures with discussions
Would use pang] discussions
Would use filmi and other media
Would use field trips
Would use problem-solving
Would use role playing, psychodrama, stimulation
Would use small group discussions
Would use case tit dy
Would use dramatic. presentations, skits

138

39

18

40

12

17

31

27

23

12

15

6

17

58
73
61
74
18
30

37
74
20
20
35

26
62
46
62

39
5}1

32

r



133.

Qtr. Number

11C

12

t

Question Percentage

Would use other instructional methods

Have used lectures
Have used lectures with discussions
Have used panal discussions
Have used films and other media
Have used field trips
Have used problem solving
Have used role playing, psychodrama, simulation
Have used small group discussions
Have used cas study
Have used dramatic presentations, skits
Have used other instructional methods

Influencial source of drug information has been newspapers
Influencial source of drug information has been
Influencial c,ource of drug information has been films about

drugs
Influencial source of drug information has been word of

mouth
Influencial source of drug information has been experience
Other sources have been influencial

1.39

13

27
44
29.
44

8
17
17
51
10
10

9

17
19

23

23
21
22



134.

Program Information Update Forms

These forms were developed during June 1970 to serve

three purposes:

1. To provide feedback to each state program as to the

information that had been collected from their

program;

2. To request an update of any of the initial design

or expectation data;

3. To collect supplementary information in the following

areas of program effect:

a. Estimates of funds or other services generated

as a result of the NDETP

b. Estimates, based upon experience, of the validity

of the original program components, assumptions,

strategies

c. Identification of state evaluation reports or

other effectiveness measures.

A sample form is included on pages 136 - 137.

Information collected from this update effort is included

in the data summaries already described, with the exception

of the data provided regarding additional funds and services

generated and state evaluation reports. This information is

included as --

TABLE 23 - OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES FOR DRUG EDUCATION
WHICH WERE GENERATED BY THE 1970-71 EPDA DRUG
EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM IN EACH STATE AND
TERRITORY.

TABLE 24 - STATE-INITIATED EVALUATION REPORTS AVAILABILITY.

140



135.

An additional information collection instrument, which

dealt with planning information rather than assessment data,

was developed and distributed to each state in June 1971.

A sample is on pages 138 - 139. The results of this survey on

information needs for decision-making in drug education

programs is included in Section IV of this report - Special

Report on the Information Support Requirements for the Manage-

ment of the National Dru Education Pro rams.



NDETP

PROGRAM INFORMATION UPDATE FORM

.136.

STATE

The information on the attached summary sheets may include items which you originally had to estimate but
which you can now bring up-to-date so that the information on your state will be as complete as possible.

Please use this form to note these changes, and any other information you wish included in the report of the 1970-71
program. Return this information by August 15, 1971 or sooner, if possible. Thank you.

1. Number of School Districts that Have Participated in the State Drug Education Training Program
as of June 30, 1971

2. Estimate of number of districts who will have participated by September 1, 1971

3. Total number of people who have received training as of ttrJeli,1971 as a result of your 1970-1971 State
Drug Education Training Program

4. a.Information on the attached summary sheet includes data only on those programs on which reports were submitted.
Please use the table below to expand those figures to represent the total number indicated in question 3 above.
(See enclosed Table 3A for kinds of individuals included in each category. )

Background of Trainees

Summary of Number and Type of Trainee Reported by Level

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 TOTALS

State Level Personnel
County Level Personnel
Community Level
School Personnel
Youth

TOTALS

b. What is your source for these data?

5. Other changes, additions, etc. , to the enclosed data:
(Use additional sheets, if necessary)

142
(continued next page)



137.

The following information was not requested before, but can be extremely valuable for demonstrating the effects
of your program.

6. Please estimate any other funds or services for drug education which were generated by the 1970-71 Drug Education
Training Program in your state.

Funding Source Amount of Contribution or Description of In-Kind gift

(Use additional sheets, if necessary)

7. The 1970-71 NDETP was predicated on several basic assumptions as to the components of a process which would
permit the program to accomplish its purposes with the limited resources .which were available. Among
these were:

- a "multiplier" training program
- school - community cooperation and involvement
- involvement of youth in planning and implementation
- multi-agency cooperation
- the commitment of additional local and state resources
- a team approach tz.; paining

On the basis of your experience this past year, were each of these assumptions valid?

If you can provide any anecdotes which illustrate the particular effectiveness of any of these program components
we would appreciate receiving them.

(Use additional sheets, if necessary)

8. Did your State program conduct any measurements of overall program effectiveness? YES NO
If a copy, or summary of this report is available please enclose when you return this form.

0 COPY ENCLOSED 0 COPY MAILED SEPARATELY 0 NONE AVAILABLE

9. Name of person completing this form:

Title

143
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Please return to: DRUG ASSESSMENT
E. F. Shelley & Co., Rm. 509
1730 Rhode Island Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036



NDETP

INFORMATION NEEDS

STATE

please return to: DRUG ASSESSMENT
E. F. Shelley C Co. , Rm. 509
1730 Rhode Island Ave., N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Indicated below are some general types of information which are frequently used to influence program decisions.
(These items are suggested only. Feel free to add others which you may have used and to include comments. )

While acknowledging that it would have been ideal to have had access to all the types of information below, we
would appreciate it if you would place a value on each type in terms of its specific utility for the operational and
planning decisions you actually had to make this year.

138.

TYPE OF INFORMATION USED IN VALUE (check one TIMELINESS
MAKING PROGRAM DECISIONS Did Would have Would have Little, or If useable, check most

Use used if been nice No value ap o ate monthJs)
available to know J FMAN HA S O N D

A. OBJECTIVE:

1. Comparative data from NDETP
programs in other states-"Who,
How many, etc."

2. Identification of drug prevention
and/or rehabilitation programs in
your state or region

3. Identification of other drug
education programs in your state or
region

4. Program descriptions of other drug
education programs

5. :Extent of drug problem in your own
locale

6. Numbers of trainees going through
your program

7.. Systematic feedback as to the
effect of your programs

,

B. SUBJECTIVE:

1. Informal feedback as to the effect of
your program

2. Shared success experiences of others
with similar programs-"How to.. "

3. Shared experiences, as above, but
including failures, problems, needs

,.. -

4. Feedback from site visitors to your
project

. . .

I_
144

______

t

I



139.

TYPE OF INFORMATION USED DI ' VALUJ (check one) TIMELINESS
MAKING PROGRAM DECISIONS Did

Use
Would have
used if
available

Would have
been nice
to know

Little, or
No value

If useable,
ap

check most
nopriate month(s

C. FORMAL RESEARCH:

1. Published findings on what really
works-validated approaches

2. Identification of research projects
underway

.

D. RESOURCES:
I

.

1. Listings of books, films, etc.

2. Listings of consultants for specific
problem areas

3. Identification of other funding
sources for drug education programs ' .

1

I

E. OTHTR:

. .

145 (use additional pages, if necessary)



140.

TABLE 23 OTHER RINDS OR SERVICES FOR DRUG EDUCATION WHICH WERE GENERATED BY THE 1970-71
EPDA DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM IN EACH STATE AND TERRITORY

(As Reported on NDETP Program Information Update Form -- 33 States and Territories Responding)

Amount of Contribution or
State/Territory Funding Sourer: Description of In-Kind Gift Total

Alabama None -0-

Alaska Agencies of State, Federal and Local Government $10, 000 in salaries, travel,
per diem for consultants and
participants in workshops

$ 10,000

Arizona State Appropriation FY '70-71 $282, 000 $ 282,000

Arkansas Other USOE Funds $125, 000
Office of Economic Opportunity $ 30,000 $ 155,000

California Department of Education - Percent of State Team's
Sa Ituies and Operating Expenses $ 20,000

Contributed Service (z time) of Coordinator for
State Drug Education Training Program $ 10,000

Department of Human Resources - Service of
Personnel who Served as Members of State
and Regional Training Teams -- not just
as consultants $ 1,050 (State: $31,050)

County Superintendent of nchools Offices $ 7, 760
County Law Enforcement Agencies $ 780
County Departments of Public Health $ 1, 200
County Narcotics Commission $ 540
Local School Districts $ 23, 550
Funds Donated by Community Croups for
Materials and Speakers at Training Sessions $ SOO (Local: $34,330) $ 65,380

Colorado State Legislature:
Department of Education (H.R. 1136) $140,000
Department of Health (H. B. 1137) $100,000 $ 240,000

(These funds existed by law before the NDETP in
Colorado, but all fluids were used to enhance the
NDETP and "multiplier effect". I think the Denver
Public Schools Title III Drug Project resulted from
cur NDETP; some effect on the development of the
Fort Collins' project to be funded by USOE. )

Connecticut Plan to seek this information in the fall -- we feel
that much extra local money was forthcoming.

-0-

Delaware State (Matching Funds) $ 40,000
State (Drug Awareness Week) $ 5, 000
Department of Public Instruction Teachers given released time $ 45,000

Florida State Appropriation $ 76, 400 $ 76,400

Illinois ILEC (Illinois Law Enforcement). $ 25,000
Service Clubs in Various Parts of the State $ 20,000
School Districts (Estimate) $100, Oi.:0 $ 145,000

Page 1 SUIITOTAL: s!. 018. 760

146 1'4



TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 2)

State/Territory Funding Source

Indiana Many Community Organizations Helped Support the
Regional Pro ;rams with both Money and Services

Iowa (Estimate)

Kansas

Kentucky

Maine

County Crime Commission - Local Programs in
Educational Prevention

Individuals and Service Clubs - Money Made
Available for Individual Projects

Local School Districts

141.

Amount of Contribution or
Description of In-Kind Gift Total

Governor's Committee on Criminal Administration
In-kind Funds Amount to Over $56,000 -- I do not
have figures for in-kind funds by community people
who took time off from their jobs to attend
conferences.

Kentucky Departments of Public Safety and
Mental Health

Kentucky Crime Commission

NIMH Clinical Research Center, Lexington

Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assistance
Agency (for 1 trainer institute)

Department of Mental Health and Corrections
(for 1 trainer institute)

Department of Education, Title V (for
1 trainer institute)

Department of Education, Title III
Department of Education

Department of Health and Welfare

$ 15, 000 - 20, 000

$ 10,000
$ 20,000 - 30,000
In-kind: Teachers' Salaries
while attending Inservice
Programs

$ 32,000
$ 56,000
School Systems have hired
Substitutes so Regular
Teachers could attend
the workshops

Providing one Team
Member each (Fulltimc);
Paying their salaries and
portions of their expenses.
An evaluation from the
University of Georgia --
two of our workshops
(one - urban; one - rural)
were evaluated for 4 days.
One staff member and
263 Ex-Addicts for 14
Regional Workshops

$ 14, 131

$ 14,000

-0-

$ 52,500

$ 88,000

(Not Given
a Dollar
Value)

$ 16,000
$ 2, 000
$ 9,000 - donated services
and office space)
$ 1, 350 - donated materials,
i.e., films, booklets, pamphlets
Also, small material donations
from private companies, 1. c.,
Grant's Dairy, Humpty Dumpty
Potato Chips, Dunkin' Donuts,
and Central Maine Power Co. $ 56, 481

Page 2 SUBTOTAL: $ 196 9S1

ASCENDING TOTAL: el 215. 761

4



142.
TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 3)

State/Territory Funding Source
Amount of Contribution or
Description of In-Kind Gift Total

Maryland State Drug Abuse Authority for Payment of
Consultants $ 2, 500

State Department of Public Works $ 21, 800
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement

and Administration of Justice $ 23,650 $ 47, 950

Massachusetts None -0-

Michigan State and Local School Districts $350, 000 $ 350,000
(It could be that these funds would have come
without NDET program activities)

Minnesota Department of Education $ 18,620
Department of Health $ 7, 000
Department of Public Welfare $ 1,000
Minnesota Respiratory Health Association $ 1,000
Duluth Public Schools 11 Professional Staff
Stillwater Public Schools I Professional Staff
Department of Education Professional Staff $ 27,620

Montana Local School Districts, Local Service Organi-
zations and Other State Agencies -- It is
impossible to make an accurate estimate,
but an educated guess is: $ 10,000 $ 10, 000

New Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency $ 9,000 $ 9, 000

New Mexico LEAA $ 15,000
LEAA $ 30,299
Health and Social Services Department $ 10,000
Department of Education $ 12, 793 (in-kind) $ .68, 092

North Dakota City of Bismarck $ 8,000
Burlcigh County $ 8, 000
Law Enforcement Council Grant $ 24,000
Federal Grant $ 60,000 $ 100, 000

Oklahoma Law Enforcement Assistance Discretionary Grants:
Norman, Oklahoma $ 16, 790 Federal

$ 7,025 Matching Local
Jackson County $ 3,482 Federal

11 11 $ 7, 128 Matching Local
Tulsa, Oklahoma $ 10,060 Federal

$ 7, 250 Matching Local
Seminole Junior College $ 8, 845 Federal

$ 3, SOO Matching Local
Oklahoma State University $ 5,000 Federal

11 $ 1,666 Matching Local
Ardmore, Oklahoma $ 2, 987 Federal

11 11

$ 1,524 Matching Local
Title III ESF.A to Bartlesville, Oklahoma $ 52,370 Federal S 127.627

Page 3 SUBTOTAL: $ 790. 2S9

ASCENDING TOTAL: $1, 956, 050

148

7i



TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 4)

State/Territory Funding Source

Oregon None

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Dakota

Tennessee

Utah

Wisconsin

Guam

143.

Amount of Contribution or
Description of In-Kind Gift

None - Although the project enable some local
districts to submit for funding through the Pennsylvania
Department of Justice, Criminal justice Planning
Board. Matching State Funds were requested in the
General Fund Budget for 1971-72, for $80, 000, but
this is pending. Pennsylvania Jaycees have given
Drug Education their focus for effort in 1971-72, and
they have expressed interest in working in relation-
ship to the State Education Project.

None

None

None

The seed money (from the $40,000 1970-71 EPDA
grant) was often matched with District funds and
teacher released time to the extent that it is judged
that the $40, 000 grant has equaled between $60, 000
and $W), 000 in program benefits to the State. Some
School Districts hired substitutes for three days, others
released students for an entire day thus being able to
conduct a Thursday through Saturday seminar. In
addition, the Project Director was paid out of State
funds and spent approximately 80% of his time on
this project during the 1970-71 school year.

CESA 1
CESA 2
CESA 3
CESA 4
CESA 8

CESA 8
CESA 9

CESA 10
CESA 11
CESA 13
CESA 14
CESA 15
CESA 19

Total

-0-

-0-

$ 65,000 $ 65,000

$ 200

$ 12,000
$ 1, 800

$ 200

$ 38,000
$ 74,000 (Title III)
$ 300

$ 950
$ 11,800
$ 12,000
$ 300

$ 1,000
$ 6,000 $ 158,550

None -0-

149

Page 4 SUBTOTAL: $ 223,550

ASCENDING TOTAL: 2, 379, 600



144.

TABLE 23 OTHIR FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 5)

State/Territory Funding Source
Amount of Contribution or
Description of In-Kind Gift Total

Puerto Rico State Government - Personnel (In-Kind aft)
80 Social NVorkers (10% Time)
6 Guidance Counselors (1055 Time)

80 Health Educators (10% Time)
24 Supervisors of Social Work, Health, Guidance

$ 60, 960
$ 4,632
$ 51,360

and School Community Relations (20% Time) $ 39,456
1 General Supervisor (100% Time) $ 10, 920
1 General Supervisor ( 50% Time) $ 4, 860
1 Director - Health Program (25% Time) $ 3,300

Total Personnel: $175, 488
State Government - Other Direct Costs

Employee Services and $ 14,916
Benefits $ 1, 755

$ 1,485

Office Equipment $ 649
Operational Expenses $ 5,416 $ 199, 709

Page S SUBTOTAL: $ 199, 709

ASCENDING TOTAL : n, 379, 309
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146.

In-Depth Observation of the Multiplier Process

Interaction between the contractor and OE/NAC staff as

part of the process that was employed in developing the design

and training cutcomes instruments led to the identification of

additional information needs that were beyond the

scope of the original assessment. Subsequently, additional

resources were provided to undertake a closer look at the

actual multiplier process in a small but carefully selected

number of states. Copies of the instruments which were

developed to assist the interviewer are on pages 147 - 169.

The results of this survey are provided as in Section III,

OBSERVATIONS OF THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN SEVEN STATES:

California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maine, and

New Hampshire.



$mtudent 1=1 t=3

Teacher tn 1=1 Q
Counselor 0 En En
Administrator CM C3 tn
Parent
Community Prof. MIll

Date of Interview:

TRAINEE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
(A11 except for State Team) 147.

T. Center
State Team
Local Team
Participant
Locally involved y n

Name:
Profession:

Level:
School District:

Date training began , ended

Location:

How did you come to participate in the training program?

, duration

Selected
Volunteered
Heard about it and wanted to take part

Had a choice

What was your reason for taking part in the training program?

Who were the other people involved in the program, such as:

Trainees: Reaction to this combination:

Students
Teachers
Principals
School Adm.
Community People
Parents

153



148.

Would it have been better if there had been more people from a particular
category?

Why?

Consultants: Reaction

Doctors .

Lawyers
Ex-Addicts
Drug Users
Police .

School Adm.
University
Parents
Drug Counselors
Pharmacist
State Dept. of Ed.
State Drug Programs

Trainers: Number

Others:

What do you think the trainers wanted you to learn as a participant in the
training program.

Why

1

2

3

4

154



149.

What did you learn from the experience?

1

2

3

1 4

What methods were used in the training?

Lectures questions: answer

'Which were the
most effective?

Why?

Film

Tapes
Sensitivity techniques

Discussion group

Have you noticed any changes in yourself as a result of this training?
Tn what 9

Family relations
___ ...__ ._ ,

husband children ED
Professional expertise
Relationship with students
Relationship with faculty

Understanding of own needs
Understanding of other needs

Know more about drugs I use
and their effects .

155



150.

How did this training affect you professionally, that is

Relationship with students
How

Principals
Developing school policy

Community p rograms I can get
involved in

Referral C enters

Did you expect this type of training? y n

What didn't you expect?

What did you expect?

What improvements would you recommen din future programs

2

3



151.

Student: perception of self, school, and/or role in educational process

Should this method of teaching be used in the schools?
Why?

Could it be used in the schools? y n
Why or how?

y n

Did the teachers act differently from the way you expected them to act?
In what ways?

Do you expect that this experience will effect your relationship with school
personnel? y n

Why?

How do you think this new relationship will effect your learning in other
content areas?

Teacher: perception of school and personal role in educational process

Could you use any of these sensitivity techniques, and other methods in the
classroom? y n

If no, why?

If yes, how?

Do you expect that this experience will effect your relationship with students?
y n
If yes, in what way?



152.

Did you learn anything other than factual information about drugs and
related issues? y

If yes, what?

Parents: perception of self in relation to community

Did you learn anything other than factual information about drugs and related
issues? y n

If yes, what?

Was it a valuable experience? y n
Why?

158



153.

Needs Assessment Instrument
(N-Level Client)

Role:

Was f ederal money used to sponsor this program? y n I don't know
How much

How much money was spent on this program by the state?
I don't know

Do you think that the money was well spent?
Why?

y n

How could this money have been better spent? If it had, what needs other
that those met, would have been served?

How: Needs:

Ni

N2

N3

Should this type of program continue?
Why?

y n

Would you like to have other similiar programs?
If yes, around what topic or topics?

y n

Can you suggest specific ways for increasing the government's support of
this program?

159



Program Design Map Picture:

Report Form A.

State:
Dates Visited:

State Coordinator:

160

154.



I

I

Section A

Where were you trained?

When?

155.
TRAINER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Was it a valuable experience?
Knowledge:

Process:

Other:

Was it useful to you in planning your own program?
How?

How did you happen to become a train-6k?

How would you define your role as trainer?

By whom was your program planned or designed?

Me
Us
He

Have you any key staff?

Who Volunteer Consultants
1 Paid
2
2

4
5

161



PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Section

I. Number of training programs

156.

00

4
o
.cd

0 s.
Date began , ended , duration Z El location

162
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4

158.

Section C

I. How would you improve or change the program design next time?

II. Have you any evidence of the success of the program?

Community r esponse (a ctive program)

Structured follow-up

Free floating feedback

III. Where are good things. happening now? (location)

1.

2.

164



Section C

159.

I. How would you improve or change the program design next time?

II. Have you any evidence of the success of the program?

Community response (active program)

Structured f ollow-up

Free floating feedback

III. Where are good things happening now? (location)

1.

2.

165



160.

Report Form A9

Did the trainee identify the trainer's purposes?
If not, why?

y n

Did the trainee think that the trainer's purposes were achieved ?. y
Why?

If the purposes were achieved, did both trainer and trainee see the same
reasons for the success? y n

Why? (methods)

166
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Date of Interview

Section A

STATE COORDINATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

State Team Trainer Interview Form

State:
Name of Interviewee:

Profession:

. Did you attend a National Training Center?
Ade 1phi California
Wisconsin Texas

Was it a valuable experience? y
Knowledge:

Process:

Other:

162.

y n

Was it useftil to you in planning your ownS tate program?
How?

How did you become director of this state program?

How would you define your role as director?

Are you presently involved as a trainer in the training sessions?
How?

y

168

n

y n



1
2
3
4
5

Have you any key staff?

Role

Job

Status
Full

Time

163.

Part
Time

Ob.

By whom was your program planned or designed?

U
Me

He

( Shelley design instrument prdsente.: '.ere, Tom 1, Section. 2)

Has it been revised?

Does it need correction?

How should it look?

169



PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Section B

I. Number of training programs by state team

Date Program
'began . , ended duration , location

170

164.
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Page 6

Section C

I. How would you improve or change the program design next time?

II. Have you any evidence of the success of the program?

Community Response (Active Program)

Structured Follow-up

Free floating feedback

Where are good things happening now? (location)

1.

2.

3.

1.'73
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This space is for ad hoc comments of trainer

)
This space is for ad hoc comments of interviewer
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Basic Assumptions Questionnaire

This form was developed and distributed to all state

project directors in August 1971 at the special request of

the U. S. Office of Education. Its principal purposes were

to provide feedback as to early progress in the states, and

to serve as a "shaping" influence on those projects in their

planning stages.

The form was structured around the original seven program

components or strategies, i.e., multiplier, youth involvement,

etc., and requested progress reports in terms of each com-

ponent.

A sample is provided on the following page.

The summary of these responses were provided to the

Office of Education in an interim report dated September 22,

1970, and is not included in this final report.



DEPARTMENT OF III:ALI-II, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE Or EDUCATION

DUMAU OF EDUCATIONAL PEIISONNEL DEVELOPMENT

WASHING1 D.C. 20202

August 14, 1970

Dear State Program Director:

171.

The National Drug Education Training Program in which your State is
participating is unique in that it is the first Federally-sponsored
program in drug education.. Likewise, it is one of the first, if not
the first, program to get a commitmcnt from all States and eligible
territories. Whi le funds for the program arc: modest, the expectations
for it are high. Through the cooperation of the federal governi:Ivitt
and State and local agencies the President expects that every school
district in the country will be affected by the program. In order
to assess the impact of the program the Office of Education is pres-
ently developing; an overall evaluation des i gn. The evaluation will
be conducted by the National Action Committee for Drug Education
under the direction of irs chairman, Dr. Eeltai

This letter is to alert you to the evaluation and to the key role
that you and your fellow State Program Directors will play in it.
For if the evaluation is to be at all successful it will have to
depend heavily on a continuing flow of information from the States.

Furtheri'details about- the evaluation project will be sent to you
as they become available. It is expected that the instruments
will be in final form by the end of September. In anticipation
of the instruments you should, however, begin to set up the
administrative machinery within your State to gather the necessary
data on a regional as well as a local basis. Information on

numbers of people trained, their positions and responsibilities;
number of young people involved in training as trainers or trainees;
number of 'workshops conducted, their duration and their content;
involvem2nt of institutions of higher education in the State
program; type of cooperation and support at all levels whether
it be the release of faciliti'.s, financial support, released time for

. 177



personnel to attend training sessions, etc.; the use of teams at all
levels; the conmlitment of teams on a full-time or part-time basis;
the achievement of the multiplier effect and a variety of other data
will need to be collected.

An evaluation scheme is one of the essential components in each of
the State projects. Therefore, you would be collecting the above
data as a matter of course. We fully expect, however, that the
evaluation effort to be carried out by the National Action Committee
will also be of service to you in assessing the impact of the
national program in your. State.

As a beginning, we need certain preliminary information about your
State's program. The enclosure lists the basic program components
that were listed in the original specifications according to which
your State proposal was developed. For each component certain''
information is requested. We will appreciate your return of the -

form in the envelope provided by the deadline date of August 28.

Please get in touch with me (202-962-1915) if this letter causes
any problems. As always we are grateful for your cooperation and
we look forward here to a fruitful year. ahead. Best wishes!

.

Enclosures

178

Sincerely yours,

ts.C,A/I !

James M. Spillane
Chief, Drug Education Branch
Division of Program Resources

17.2 .
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Basic Assumptions and Questions
for the

National Drug Education. Training Program

1. The establishment by the States and Territories of teams
of from 3 to 10 people who will be trained together and
will carry out training activity as teams within the states
and territories.

2,

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

a. Has such a team been established? Yes No

b. List names, position and affiliation of each team member.

Name Position Affiliation

Describe the activities of the team to date.

(If additional pace is needed write on the babk, please)
179



2. The involvement of local schools and communities in the
conduct of training programs.

a. Are local schools and communities involved in your
training program? Ye..., No

b. Describe how they are involved.

174.

3. The involvement of young people in the planning and imple-
mentation of the program.

a. Are young people involved in the planning and implemen-
tation of your program? Yes No

b. Describe how they are involved.



4. Cooperation of state agencies in the development of the
program.

.a. Are other state agencies involved in the development
and implementation of your program? Yes No

b. List which other state agencies are involved and
describe how.

5. The commitment of state and local resources to
programs in Drug Education.

a. Are state and local resources committed to
Yes No

b. Describe briefly the extent

181

and nature of

175.

training

your program?

the commitment.



176.

6. The establishment of teams at regional and local levels for
training educational personnel and youth.

a. Have such teams been established in your program?
Yes No

b. Describe briefly their activities to date or your plans
for their establishment.

J.

7. The training of personnel at the state level who will train
other personnel at the regional level, who will in turn, trai.
other personnel at the local level in order to provide Drug
Education to youth in their school and community.

a. Has this been included in your plan? Yes No

b. Describe briefly activities to date of these trainers
at the separate levels.

. 182
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PLEASE SEND COPIES OF DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL ON ANY TRAINING
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED OR ARE PLANNED FOR.

PLEASE RETURN YOUR RESPONSES BY AUGUST 28, 1970 TO:

Dr. James Spillane
Division of Program Resources
Bureau of Educational Personnel Development
U. S. Office of Education
Washington, D. C. 20202

A self-addressed, franked envelope is included for your
convenience.

183
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Narrative Questionnaire

On October 1, 1970, the Office of Education requested

that the contractor develop and disseminate to all state

programs a series of "impact" questions which the Office of

Program Planning and Evaluation, HEW, wished answered.

These questions dealt generally with the effectiveness of

techniques, at the local level, for reducing drug abuse among

students.

A copy can be found on the following page.

Because few, if any, state programs had begun to branch

through the multiplier at that early date (October 1970),

the responses generally consisted of a state-level person's

estimate of what would happen at *the local level.

The returned forms were supplied to the Office of

Program Planning and Evaluation, HEW, for analysis.

184
1
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E.ESHELLEYANDCOMPANYINC
1730 Rhode Island Avenue. NW Washington. D.C. 20036 (202) 293.5800

NATIONAL DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM

NARRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

Prepared by

E. F. Shelley and Company, Inc.

October 1, 1970

1195
NEW YORK AND WASHINGTON



180.

NARRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction

In completing this questionnaire it would be greatly

appreciated if one consideration were kept in mind.

Although it is too early to assess these questions in

terms of results of the National Drug Education Training

Program, your impressions and opinions about what is

happening in your state or territory with regard to drug

abuse would be most useful to us at this time.

Responding to these questions does not require that

a detailed investigation of local activities be initiated

now. However, the inclusion of any local data or impressions

which you are aware of would be valuable.

As your state's Drug Education Training Program

progresses, please keep these five questions in mind as

these are the things we will want to know in detail in

your final report of June 1971.

We are grateful for your time and cooperation ..kri

completing and returning this narrative questionnaire by

December 1, 1970. If you have any other comments you are

most welcome to include them. Your responses will be

summarized and distributed as part of our on-going effort

to keep every state and territory up -to -date on activities

within each program. Thank you.

186
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181.

Page 1

NARRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Describe the implementation of two techniques which are
especially effective in reducing existing drug abuse
and/or discouraging abusive experimenting among students.

187 YOUR STATE/TERRITORY



Page 2

2. Discuss two methods of operation which you feel are
rendering either insignificant or harmful results. Do
you think these techniques can be altered sufficiently
to make them productive? Please describe any recommended
modifications.

188

182.

YOUR STATE/TERRITORY
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Page 3

3. What is the extent of youth involvement in your state's
program? And are the youth responding in productive ways?
Do you think more or less youth involvement is needed in
the future?

4. Can you estimate the degree of involvement and cooperation
being shown by community groups? Are any of their activities
making a significant impact on youthful drug users? Is

communication a problem?

189
YOUR STATE/TERRITORY
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5. A. At the local level are any drug education programs
being established as an outgrowth of the efforts of this
program?

Yes No

If "Yes", give a brief description of the number and
kinds of programs established.

5. B. At the local level are any already existing drug
education programs being modified as a consequence of
this program?

Yes No

184.

If "Yes", give a brief description of the modifications
effected.

1.90 ,

YOUR STATE/TERRITORY
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INFORMATION REPORTING

The following formal reports have been prepared and

submitted to the U. S. Office of Education and the National

Action Committee as part of this contract.

1) Preliminary Report on Proposed Information Scheme,
August 7, 1970

2) Report to the National Action Committee members,
September 25, 1970 (oral presentation plus prepared
report) (Note: Revised/Updated Report mailed to
NAC members on October 23, 1970.)

3) Interim Report #1, December 11,
of Dr. Helen Nowlis

4) Interim Report #2, January 21,
NAC/USOE Evaluation Committee

1970, special request

1971, for Meeting with

5) Interim Report #3, May 7, 1971, special request of
Dr. Helen Nowlis

6) Interim Report #4, June 30, 1971, special request of
Dr. James Spillane

7) Quarterly Report, December 31, 1970

8) Quarterly Report, March 31, 1971

9) Special Report: Information Support Requirements for the
Management of the National Drug Education Programs,
October 1971

10) Final Report: Catalyst for Federal-State Cooperation,
November 1971



187.

In addition to the above formal documents the

contractor was called upon to make presentations at

national conferences and internal Office of Education

meetings; to provide information to other federal agencies;

and, to the extent possible within the resources of the

contract, to deal with individual state information needs.

Among the agencies who have drawn upon the information

resources of this assessment have been the National

Institutes of Mental Health; Office of Program Planning

and Evaluation, HEW; and the Public Information Office,

USOE.

Where sufficient data was available individual states

have been provided with interim summaries of the information

collected in their states. Additionally, several states

requested, and received, special compilations of their

data to meet immediate management needs.
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PURPOSE OF SURVEY

In the multiplier process, an individual who has been

trained at one level becomes a trainer at the next subordinate

level. In the National Drug Education Program, the number of

levels involved and the complexity of the process varied from

state to state. In order to gain a broader understanding of

this process as drug information was transmitted from the

Departments of Education of the various states and territories

down to individual classroom teachers, a survey of seven states

was conducted by a single interviewer during the months of

April and May, 1971.

The report that follows presents a picture of the overall

design of the multiplier process in each state, with specific

information about objectives, participants, methods, and

resources at each level of training. Observations of the

interviewer are included at the end of the presentation for

each state, and an overall summary of observations is presented

at the conclusion of the report.

However, the reader should make his own final judgment

concerning the multiplier process as it was applied in this

program. He should compare the various state designs, the

methods of implementation, and the final results as they were

perceived by the participants. The quotations from interviews

presented in this report may assist in this comparison. These

3



2.

quotations and the other data presented, however, must be

considered in their entirety. Merely reading one or two of

the case studies will not provide the reader with a compre-

hensive picture of the wide range of strategies selected for

implementation and the alternative organizational techniques

used by the various teams throughout the country.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

As there were limited resources available for field work,

this survey was carried out in only seven states. These states

were selected by the National Action Committee, the staff of

the Office of Education, and the evaluation staff on the basis

of the following criteria:

1. Geography - The states had to be a representative

sampling of the various regions of the U.S.

2. Size - The states were selected to be highly varied

in size, ranging from California, one of the most

populous and largest states, to Delaware, one of

the smallest.

3. Seriousness of Drug Problem - The states were

selected to be representative. Not all were states

seriously troubled with juvenile drug abuse, nor

were they all states with minor drug problems.

4. Existence of Intended Multiplier Effect - All states

had to have intended to employ the multiplier process.

1E8
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3.

5. Existence of Youth-to-Youth Involvement - The states

had to have planned youth involvement in their drug

programs.

There were two subordinate considerations: the state director

in each state had to be willing to cooperate with the interviewer

by providing names of trainees and other useful data, and the

states had to be easily accessible in terms of the interview

schedule.

In accordance with these criteria, the states of California,

Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maine, and New Hampshire

were selected.

In each state, a plan for the selection of respondents

was worked out with the state director. In general, the pro-

cedure followed the intended flow of information from the

highest level in the state (Level I) down to the lowest. Where

an individual functioned as a trainee at one level, and as a

trainer at the next, he was interviewed in both capacities.

The types of information the interviews were structured

to gather included the objectives of the program at each level,

the methods and resources employed in training, and the sub-

jective reactions of the respondents.

The interviewer, Miss Michelle Moran, was uniquely suited

for her tasks, having worked in the area of community drug

education for four years prior to coming to the Office of Ed-

ucation as a fellow. This experience gave her deep understanding



4.

of the problems of the persons she interviewed; and enabled

her to search out difficulties existing in a community's

program that would have escaped the notice of a less knowledge-

able observer.

With the guidance of Dr. Malcolm Provus, director of

the Evaluation Research Center of the University of Virginia,

Miss Moran prepared three interview schedule forms: One for

trainers, one for trainees, and one for state coordinators.

These forms, which are given as an attachment to this report,

are not detailed questionnaires; they are designed to give

consistency in wording and format to the elements of the inter-

view relating to certain topics. They leave wide latitude to

the interviewer in their implementation. The schedules were

field tested during the Delaware survey, the first of the

state visits. Only minor alterations were made following the

field test, and the basic structure of all interviews conducted

during the survey was entirely consistent. Although the

schedule forms were used to ensure that responses in all

relevant areas had been solicited, the interviews generally

took their own course following an initial question. The

interviewee was not constrained to a brief response where he

felt such an answer would be insufficient or inappropriate;

he was permitted to discuss at length any aspect of the

training that, in his opinion, merited detailed attention.

Every effort was made to make the subject feel comfortable in

2C0
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5.

order that he would share personal feelings and reactions,

whether they were negative or positive with respect to the

training program. Although the informal nature of the inter-

views was deliberate, frequently the pressure of time schedules

contributed to the informaility. Many interviews were conducted

in offices and classrooms; however, it was often necessary for

interviews to be held in restaurants, hospitals, private homes,

airports, and hotels. With only one week allocated for the

survey of each state, such makeshift arrangements were often

essential if the interviews were to be conducted at all.

FORMAT OF THE STATE REPORTS SECTIONS

Each separate state case study starts with a Program

Design "Map" which displays the various levels of training

sessions and the intended flow of information.

The section following portrays the relationships between

the subjects interviewed indicating whether they were trainers,

trainees or both.

Each level of training is then described in terms of

participants, selection criteria, objectives, methods used

and resource personnel. The identification, LEVEL 0 indicates

the training received at a National Training Center; LEVEL ONE

usually describes a State Training session; LEVEL TWO, regional

or county; and, in some cases, LEVEL THREE devotes local sessions.

201



6.

The major portion of each state study is devoted to

direct quotations in two categories: the trainers' judgment

of success or failure in attaining his objectives, and the

trainees' perception of the effect of the training.

Each state report concludes with a chart indicating

the "flow" of purposes and objectives from level to level.

This is followed in most cases by a listing of subjective

observations wde by the interviewer.

.1
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA

Dates of Interview Visits:
May 8,9,10,11,12,13, 1971

203



DESCRIPTION OF CALIFORNIA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

As the California Program Design Map indicates, no

state team was sent to a National Training Center. An

Advisory Council was formed who would design and direct the

State Leadership Team Conference. This was the first level

of training. The regional training conferences or Level II

were designed and directed by those teams from six regions

in the state.

The trainees of these regional conferences in turn

designed subregional training conferences. These conferences

were modeled after the training received on the regional

level.

In some areas visited, local district training sessions

had begun to emerge. These programs took various forms and

were most elementary in approach. They were primarily

direct& by individuals rather than by teams and often took

place within the classroom setting in a particular content

area.

204



CALIFORNIA

11 PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

I

Ir

Level 0

Advisory Council

Level I

State Leadership Team Conference
5-day Live-In
August, 1970
(35 Trainees)

Level II

Six Regional Training Conferences
Six 4-6 day Live-Ins

November 1970-January 1971
(137 Trainees)

Level III

Subregional Training Conferences
32-48 hours

January 1971-May 1971
(1,489 Trainees)

Level IV
Local District Training
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11.

PROGRAM PREPARATION

After the state coordinator and his assistant were

hired in the late spring of 1970, it was decided that the

State Department of Education would not send a team to one

of the four National Drug Education Training Centers. This

decision was made on the basis of the fact that the director

felt many experts within the field of drug education could

be identified within the state of California.

A state advisory council was formed during the late

spring to begin to identify experts within various drug-

related fields. At the state conference, these individuals

would represent a variety of professional persons, such as:

psychologists medical doctors, drug rehabilitation and

treatment center directors, educational curriculum specialists,

university personnel, youth, community action directors, school

administrators, lawyers, law enforcement personnel, pharma-

cologists, sociologists, etc.

The council first identified competent individuals who

represented the various disciplines with primary consideration

being given to their willingness to commit themselves to the

state program. From this list, the council requested indi-

viduals to participate in the state conference. The director

felt that this arduous selection process was the most critical

stage of the overall program.



12.

Because the participants of the state conference were

all experts who were committed to the total state program

design prior to their initial meeting, the state conference

was consequently designed in such a manner as to facilitate

the development of productive relationships between these

highly motivated and extremely capable individuals.

The strength of the state leadership team was con-

trolled prior to the conference. These participants were

grouped in teams, trained as teams, and shared their exper-

tise in teams. It then followed that the regional conference

would be modeled in a similar fashion with members of the

state leadership team functioning as consultants when their

expertise was requested.

LEVEL I - STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: Director, Advisory Council and Trainees

themselves.

Duration of Training: Five day live-in.

Selection Criteria:

As mentioned under Program Preparation in this

chapter, the primary criterion for selection of the

trainees for the state conference was their commit-

ment to the program. The director personally
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interviewed each potential trainee, from students to

university personnel and community profesrionals, and

informed him of the overall state program objectives

as well as the role the director anticipated the

trainee would assume after the state conference.

Another criterion of selection considered was

geographic spread. Due to the size of the state of

California, it was necessary that people from all

regions participate in order that the multiplier effect

could be realized. The importance of regional support

communication networks was taken into consideration

prior to the initial preparation.

The potential leaders,, representing various pro-

fessional back grounds and diverse areas of expertise

from all regions of the state, were brought together

to form the state leadership team. This team was com-

posed of students, educators, and community professionals

who shared many common interests prior to the intense

interaction experienced during the 5-day live-in conference.

Participants:

Students 33 1/3%

Educators 33 1/3%

Community 33 1/3%
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Objectives:

1) To provide the teams with an understanding of

the philosophy underlying the state training

program.

2) To bring about a change of attitude in the

participants on related drug issues through a

cross section of opinions presented by experts

from various disciplines.

3) To enhance communication skills that would

facilitate the realization of program goals.

4) To strengthen the participants commitment to the

statewide program design.

5) To enable the participants to design the

regional conference they would direct.

6) To provide the participants with resource

materials for regional, subregional, and local

level training sessions.

7) To dispel myths about drugs through the dis-

semination of factual information from a

multidisciplinary perspective.

8) To provide the participants with an awareness

and sensitivity to the need for consistancy in

the multidisciplinary approach to drug education

on all levels of training.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3). Group dynamic techniques

4) Organizational development techniques

5) Identification and evaluation of various

resource materials

6) Small group discussions

7) Large group presentations

8) Team building techniques

9) Pretest instruments, testing knowledge of drugs,

attitudes, and behavior changes.

Resources:

Consultants were identified to direct the group

process techniques and organizational development

skills. The skills filter down to regional training

programs and continue through the multiplier process.

Consultants were also identified to serve as resource

personnel for obtaining funds within school districts

for the regional and subregional training sessions.

Many drug education curricula, films, audiovisuals,

tapes, pamphlets, books, etc., were used as learning

tools and evaluated for other training programs on a

more localized level.
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS 5OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

One of the advisory council members felt that the state

conference had been most successful in achieving its overall

objectives. He felt, however, that some regional conferences

had been more successful than others.

Another person felt that the success of reaching the

objectives could be attributed to the cooperation of the

participants selected and the administrative abilities of

the director. The teams trained were highly motivated.

However, much of this motivation can be attributed to the

ego involvement and status of individuals making up the teams.

There was general agreement among the medical profes-

sionals as well as other professional groups represented. Of

course, the humanistic approach to the overall program, the

utilization of group dynamic techniques, the opportunities

for one-to-one interaction certainly contributed to the

attitude of cooperation which all the participants had.

The trainers were obliged to expend a great amount of

effort in order to develop a statewide philosophy because the

trainees' egos were strongly involved. Internalizing this

commitment within each indivie.ual was not easily achieved.

The important fact is that it was.
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Finally, it was felt that the objective of providing

a model for action, one which would have built-in flexibility,

cannot really be measured.

...We did the best we could do in trying to
provide support, resources; etc., for regional
teams. However, I think if more released time
had been available, the effects would have been
more far-reaching...

One of the trainers also felt that the youth who had

been invited to participate should have been given a better

idea of their role in the training.

...Sometimes the discussions were a bit over
their heads. However, their effect in the training
should be in no way minimized. They were a most
important component, if not the most effective
component.

You know, I feel myself being critical of the
program and that is because I am so involved and
committed to it. I truly feel that its overall
impact is immeasurable. These people have really
made a dent not only in our educational system,
but also within many professions and communities
throughout the state.

I don't waste my time constructively criticizing
anything that isn't worth the effort. That is!
The multiplier process is in fact multiplying!...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.

University Personnel:

...Because the team handpicked the trainees, we
were able to arrive at a common philosophy, that is,
that drugs are merely a symptom of a problem. This
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in itself was a major accomplishment, to get a
group of such high-powered individuals to agree
on one such basic thing.

Although each trainee arrived at the workshop
with his own expertise, most of us left with much
more. The trainers were extremely capable and
themselves approached the entire conference with
such a warm feeling towards each other, yet main-
taining their individuality. They were so motivated
to do something for kids, for society.

We functioned in teams, that is, people from the
same area of the state worked together to design a
program to direct within our own regions. This task-
orientated team functioning was facilitated through
our common commitment to together identify and try
to alleviate a growing social problem.

I felt very positive about the workshop. I feel
positive about what I am doing now. It's been an
overwhelming experience for me.

I had never before worked on a team that was so
cooperative. We are really working cooperatively
toward similar goals with respect for our differences.

There is definitely an urgent need for this open
view of the drug scene. Society must begin to
realize the multifaceted nature of the 'problem' before
we can deal with it effectively.

The 'unstructured' structure of the conference,
which was made up mostly of team work or small group
discussions, provided a viable model for the regional
conference. Without this experience, I would have
never thought to use such a design on the regional
level.

Much cognitive information about drugs was
presented. For some, this may have been helpful,
but for others, it was repetitive due to the
nature of their involvement prior to this con-
ference...

University Personnel:

...They wanted us to arrive at an acceptable
common approach to the entire issue of drugs. In
order to design the regional training sessions, we
had to function in teams to decide on our training
objectives.
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The trainers wanted us to develop communication
skills which we would need to organize the regional
programs. We still need more skills in this area.

The sociological aspect of drugs, that is, the
involvement of minority groups, was not as widespread
as I would have liked. We needed further training in
the value identification for these groups. It is
important that these considerations be studied in any
program that is so widespread and intense.

We have a hell of a long way to go yet. We have
just scratched the problem. We have found that we
are successful in some approaches to the problem, but
we have a long way to go.

At no time did the state team force the direction
of the conference. They provided the model needed by
the trainees - they trusted our expertise.

The training and what
follow the approach. The
ternal. It's been a long
in it to stay. That is,

happened encouraged me to
frustration I felt was in-
arduous row to hoe, but I'm
until we reach our end...

Student:

...The mixture of students, educators and community
people was good. Almost everytime a problem comes up,
we find ourselves blaming the structure of our school
districts. This is not fair. The schools are not
totally responsible. The entire community is.

This training taught me to look at the problems
in our own area. Then we could define them. We
should then go back, to our own community and do some-
thing about it - train others.

This training made me more aware of what things
to look for, whom to contact, and how to start a program.

We had to work at this ourselves in a team. This
helped us to analyze our own needs. We had to do this
in order to plan the workshop.

I learned that other youths from different areas
of the state felt the same way I feel.
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Our team was anxious to get something done in
our community. At least the youth felt this more
than the adults did. We wanted help to get to the
community in the least time possible.

If we really put the effort into it, the teams
could really get something going in the communities.
This gave me a lot of hope for the future.

In the group dynamics sessions, the exchange of
ideas was great. Many expert people were there. We
argued, discussed, described what we really wanted
to find out. We told them what we wanted to get out
of it, and we had to work at getting it.

This training has changed my attitude towards a
lot of things. It has made me want to tackle the
problem of drugs with stronger emphasis - with more
power. I want to go out and get it done. I had
many growing experiences. It also taught me how to
deal with myself and others. That's a lot, I think...
Besides that, we helped tons of other people too.
At least that's what they tell us...

School Administrator:

...In the training, the trainers let the groups
decide on an organizational strategy which they
would put into operation in training the regional
teams. They let the groups--teams--work through this
painful process. We had to set out our own plans and
objectives to implement when we went back. Because
of this structure, the group jelled. We knew where
we wanted to go, but not how to get there.

The input did not come on group process techniques
until after the group had jelled.

As a regional team, we should get together with
the state director for a day or two in order to
follow up on this. We definitely need more training
in group dynamic techniques and organizational skills
that we can then teach people to use on the regional,
subregional and local levels.

This program has had a substantial impact in this
state when you consider its size and the problem we
are attempting to deal with.
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I personally have experienced as much frustration
as satisfaction. However, the people I have net and
grown to deeply respect certainly make up for the
other. The kids have been just great...

Due to the flexibility of the state conference, the

state leadership team members designed programs to fit the

needs within their own region. This then allows for various

designs to be implemented on the regional level (Level II).

Consequently, three of the six program descriptions on

Level II will be discussed here.

LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: Trainees of State Training Session.

Duration of Training:

Ranged from three to six days, varied according

to program design formulated by the team.

Participants:

Students 25%

Educators 50%

Community 25%

Selection. Criteria:

Participants were chosen in teams from subregional

districts. These teams were comprised of students,

educators, and community people.
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Each trainer team identified participants from

the same geographic areas to facilitate the multi-

plication of the team approach to training. People

cognizant of the objectives and interested in con-

tinued involvement in the program were selected to

participate.

Objectives:

1) To train teams to in turn train subregional

level teams.

2) To present factual information about drugs from

all disciplines.

3) To provide time for the teams to arrive at

their own training objectives, goals, as well

as projected date and duration of training.

4) To help the trainees learn how to deal with

values and attitudes.

To train the teams in methods of evaluative

techniques.

6) To give the trainees the techniques they would

need in the community in terms of skills to

handle organizing an effective workshop working

with other agencies as resources.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Group dynamics skills: simulations, games,

communication. skills

3) Learning centers - interest groups

4) Resource materials Z15
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Resource Personnel:

Resource persons were guest speakers, who presented

factual information on the pharmacological physiological

and legal aspects of the drug problem. In addition,

team members served as lecturers and/or process consul-

tants as well as group leaders.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

School Administrator:

...The people who came to the training session
jelled into teams. This was facilitated by the
structure of the program design.

The structure of the training session was
flexible. This allowed the participants to choose
how to accomplish what they felt they could do best.

Through the gaming and the simulations, we forced
the participants to formulate their values. We let
them evaluate, and they set their own style of inter-
action.

The next training session should be six days in
a row. It should also be away from the city. It
would have been better had we involved more youth.
We also need a greater cross section of the popula-
tion involved in the training, i.e., minority groups
and community nonprofessionals.

We should have had better defined selection criteria
for the participants, and we could have had more sup-
port from the higher-ups.

There is need for the involvement of people who
have greater decision-making roles in this program
than our team members have...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects interviewed (See table, p. 10)

Teacher:

..The success of the training varied with the
sensitivity of the people present. Some participants
just weren't open enough. However, it went a long
way with everyone. The effect of this training can
only go as far as the individual lets it.

We needed new ideas. This provided us with some.
All of the participants who attended were enthusiastic.
However, a lot depends on the receptivity of the local
community.

When we say that we are providing 'a model for
interaction in the community,' we must only implement
this when it is needed. We need to have a greater
sensitivity and knowledge of our own community needs,
and the program, as well as the problem, must be given
priority by the total community if it is to be effective:

This program increased my desire to work with the
group of students involved with the drug scene. This
training gave credibility to the importance of working
with the community as well as students in this kind
of project.

I learned that, when working with groups, communica-
tion skills are essential to develop more effective
communication between all types of people. It is quite
a job to get people to relate the way we did.

I learned about the whole organizational plan for
the state. I found out that all districts are being
reached in this manner. They have built-in a concept
of cooperation and competition. When they have the
follow-up meetings, the teams will have pride in what
they have done. They will be proud of each other's
accomplishments as well, and ego status needs must be
built into the program.

I thought the trainers did an excellent job. I

was really happy to be able to be part of it all...
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Community Professional:

...They tried to give us a picture of the state
framework of the drug education program. This included
how it got through the county office to the district
level.

We learned value clarification techniques. These
would enable us to be able to identify differences in
our own values. Through these techniques, we are
developing professional relationships with other educa-
tors, community people and students.

We have been able to learn more viable ways of
communicating with youth. This is so very important
and much needed.

There should be a greater representation of
minority groups in the training program, both adults
and youth. There should also be more time spent on
juvenile court actions and on the rights of minors.

I learned a lot of factual information about drugs.
The speakers were very good. It's just too bad there
isn't more time and support for programs like this that
help everyone out. I know everyone on our team really
got a lot out of it...

Student:

...I thought the trainers were successful in
achieving their objectives. They had a lot of back-
ground knowledge on drugs and knew techniques of
how to go about teaching it.

I learned the necessary communication skills. I
also learned that people have different backgrounds,
and are really different, yet in a way have a lot in
common.

I also learned about the drug subculture in the
session on sociological areas and impacts of drug use.

The most successful training methods were the
audiovisuals and the group dynamics, and communications
sessions. Also successful were the small and large
discussion groups. Least successful were the lectures,
which were not really effective. I can't stand just
listening to some guy talk.
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Since this training, I have found myself more
accepting, both of teachers and other people. I
am much more broadminded. I also made a lot of
great friends...

LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: State Leadership Team trained at State

Conference.

Duration of Training: Three-day live-in training session.

Participants:

Students 20%

Educators 60%

Community 20%

Selection Criteria:

Participants were to be chosen in teams from

school districts. These teams were to have representa-

tives of the following categories: students, educators,

and community people. The number of team members

should be representative of the percentages given

above. Responsibility for the final selection of

participants was delegated to the district administrators.

Objectives:

1) To give the participants an increased awareness

of the drug scene.
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2) To give the participants factual information

about drugs from a multidisciplinary approach.

3) To train the participants in communication skills.

4) To help the participants define local drug problems.

5) To help the teams develop and implement a program

design to direct on the subregional level.

6) To provide the participants with resource materials

for evaluation, e.g., books, pamphlets, films, etc.

7) To train the trainees to function as a team.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Group dynamics

3) Encounter sessions

4) Minilearning sessions

5) Group discussions

6) Resource individuals

7) Resource materials, e.g., books, pamphlets, etc.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

...One trainer felt that the team had been very
successful in achieving most of their objectives.
He felt this was due to the rather diverse group of
individuals attending the training session.

It was also felt that in most cases there had
been a modification of the individual's attitudes.
All the trainees went away with a feeling of en-
thusiasm and commitment.
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Another trainer said that, from the feedback
received following training session, it was deter-
mined that the team was most successful in achieving
their objectives. The lectures were the least
effective method. I guess when you ask people what
works or doesn't, you have to accept their answer.
Kids have been telling us that for years.

We should have extended the training period by
one day. More time should have been spent on
developing communication skills. This seemed to be
the greatest need of the participants. The kids
were really great. Everyone was, I guess. For some
reason the students seemed to really try to get to
the teachers more than the teachers tried to get to
them...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

Community Professional:

...I became involved in the program because of
my interest in the problems associated with drugs.
I have also had an interest in the people involved
with these drug problems. I'm a people person.

The training was successful because of the people
who participated in it. This was also due to the
selection criteria. It's important that people aren't
forced to participate but want to. The trainers, too,
were well-prepared as well as well-organized.

This training should not be called drug education;
it should be called drug use education. This would
give more emphasis to its real purpose.

More students should have been involved in the
training. The students need this for their own
reinforcement.

There is finally a recognition at the planning
level that in order to have the top level people
participate for any length of time, attention has to
be given to creature needs - how they will live.
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Apparently at the planning level, there needs to be
a financial compensation and attention to creature
needs and comforts. Times are gone when people have
enough time to devote sufficient energy to all that
deserves attention.

They gave each professional participant $50.00
per day for participation. This was a honorarium
plus per diem. I believe it was done to attract
qualified, interested professionals.

The success of the program depended on the com-
bination of all the methods used and they were effec-
tive.

This training brought me into contact with others
in related or similar fields. This, I feel, is im-
portant to know. What is needed is more careful
interaction of the student trainees prior to the
program. The students should have had more indoctrina-
tion into the process of the training.

In order to maintain the interest and cooperation
of the competent people, there must be dollar resources
for adequate planning. Those who take leadership
positions were well used for and by the trainers. They
were resource people and leaders.

The most important people for us to train are those
in contact with young people. We need similar programs
in the whole range of community and school health educa-
tion curriculum areas, including interpersonal relation-
ships, emotional health, etc.,...

LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: Team trained at State Training Session.

Duration of Training: Four-day training session.

Participants: Teams each consisting of;

Students 25%

Educators 50%

Community 25%
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Selection Criteria:

Participants were chosen in teams to represent

various school districts within the region. These

representatives were students, educators, and com-

munity people. Team members were required to have

demonstrated an interest in, and commitment to, the

program as well as an interest in actively participat-

ing in local community programs in the future. Final

selections of potential trainees were made by local

school administrators.

Objectives:

1) To train the participants in teams to function

as subregional trainers.

2) To learn of and define drug-related problems

in districts from which the participants had come.

3) To provide the trainees with alternative

strategies to approach the problems in their

respective districts.

4) To train the participants to use resources

within their local communities to train sub-

regional teams.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Mini-learning sessions

3) Resource speakers

4) Small group sessions

5) Large group sessions
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Resource Personnel:

Resource consultants were identified from the local,

regional and state levels. These professionals lectured

in their fields of expertise. This included the physio-

logical, sociological, psychological, medical, and legal

aspects of drugs. Ex-addicts presented panel discussions

and were available for interaction in small group sessions.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

Student:

...My role as trainer was to lecture, to work in
group discussions and mini-sessions, as well as to be
in charge of the youth who attended the training.

We were successful in getting the teams together,
but we were not able to help them to realize what the
whole thing was about. We didn't have enough time
to get them together like we wanted. We spent too
much time fooling around.

The training was not well organized. We had good
facts, but we did not have them organized. The parti-
cipants were not sure what they were there for. We
learned as much as they did in the training sessions.
The next time around it will be much better...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

School Administrator:

...They wanted us to go back to our communities to
do training. This objective was totally up to the indi-
vidual as far as the success of the program was concerned.
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The training in communication skills really turned
me off. This was just ridiculous stuff. There was no
need for it. Most of us, in fact, all adults relate
as much as we can. We can't be taught or forced. I
learned nothing. They taught us what not to do. The
mixture of methods used was very good. This is how
you learn to plan and organize. The communication games
were totally useless.

For any future programs, they should change the
process of the training. They should cut out all the
communication nonsense...

University Personnel:

...This training was very good as far as the profes-
sionals were concerned. The students were almost openly
antagonistic until they became cA-.mfortable about the
training process which was taking place.

There should be more community individuals, more
concerned citizens, and more youth involved in the
training. Educators already have a greater respon-
sibility to do this training well.

The clash between the team members and the compe-
tition for control of the training session was evident.
The clash of the team members caused a watering down
of the whole program. One team member wanted to call
all the shots. On the whole, this wasn't all a bad
thing because it is a real problem in any team effort.

Through this training, they wanted to give us a
perspective on what the drug problem was all about.
They wanted to discuss the role that the schools
should play in the training program. They wanted to
give us resource contacts with generally concerned
people. They wanted to teach us the communication
skills and organizational techniques to be able to
work with people and identify resources in our local
communities. These purposes were generally realized.
However, we were too pressed for time. We talked about
a lot of things, but didn't get in-depth training in
anything.

For me, personally, the
nothing. I could have done
did. I thought I was going
person. This was the fault
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I felt that the trainers should have used their
internal program resources to a greater extent. They
claim that they are pushing the affective domain. But
they are not really showing anyone how to do this.

Selection criteria must be established...

LEVEL III - SUBREGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: Team trained at the Regional Training Session.

Duration of Training: Two-day training session.

Participants: Teams each consisting of;

Youth 1/3

Educators 1/3

Community 1/3

Selection Criteria:

Participants were to be chosen from local school

districts. They were to be chosen in teams. Each team

was to consist of students, educators, and community

people. The individuals would be informed that, at the

end of their training, they would be expected to go

back to their local communities to plan a program design

for their area.

Objectives:

1) To expose the participants to resource materials

containing factual information about drugs, e.g.,

books, pamphlets, films, etc.

2) To train the participants in communication

techniques.
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3) To give the participants training in identifica-

tion of and clarification of values.

4) To train the participants in the decision-making

processes.

Methods Used:

1) Pretest

2) Demonstration of problem-solving techniques

3) Audiovisual materials

4) Teaching techniques - using process methodology

5) Films

6) Youth panel

7) Discussions

Resource Personnel:

Resources were identified within the community and

consisted in part of support and involvement of community

agencies. These agencies provided financial resources

for the program. In addition, speakers qualified in

many areas of expertise were identified on the local

level. These included, psychologists, law enforcement

officials, social workers, and hospital officials.

Many of the audiovisual materials had been developed

within the community.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.I10)
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One team member felt that the team had just begun to

train people in their community, and they could not really

evaluate their effect at this time. The program design in-

cluded an on-going process.

He felt that an important facet of the training program

which they had undertaken was to give the participants alterna-

tives for action. He felt that the trainers had to look at the

degree of sophistication of their team as well as groups they

would be working with.

Another strong point of the training, he felt, was the

audiovisual materials which had been developed within the com-

munity and were relevant to the drug issue. These, he felt,

had been developed with an in-depth understanding of community

differences, and were, therefore, very important in the training.

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

Community (parent):

...On the youth panel, the kids themselves felt
that drug education and communication with children
has to begin very early. This operates on the same
principle as safety in the home. Their comments were
most valuable and enlightening to me.

As far as I am concerned, there is a great deal in
personal communication. Some people do not have or can't
have sensitivity. They are not sensitive. I was. But
then, I can't tell about everyone else.
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I didn't learn anything in particular about drugs.
I feel that there is a great need for drug education
starting down in the elementary school.

Communication is so important. There really is a
generation gap. We must try to overcome it. When the
gap exists, communication is just blocked. This is so
unfortunate.

I feel this is something that must be implemented
right away. We need a positive drug education program
in the elementary schools, secondary schools, the whole
community...

Commulity (parent):

...This is the greatest thing that ever.happened
to us. What they did for us as a city was extremely
successful. I don't know how other communities will
respond. We have done an awful lot. But, I have no
idea what everyone else is doing.

Through this training, wegot to see a whole picture
of how different communities are going in different
directions. We were given this insight so that we could
take the best of each program and draw up one for ourselves.

I didn't expect to be so pleased with it. I am
upset to know how little was coordinated in this county.
There is a great duplication of effort.

In the training, we could have used more students.
The junior high students are more frank than the high
school students. They are more down to earth and honest.
They have less of a tendency to hide. The sophistication
of the high school student overshadows his honesty.

All and all, it was really something I want to see
happen again and again so everyone can take part...

Student:

...This training was quite good. It helped me realize
how I really feel about the whole problem. It was a
perfect miracle. I could hardly believe how we communicated.
Everyone was really open.
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It would have been better had there been more
parents in the training. Parents should get involved.
Some didn't realize or understand the role they play
and how much they are needed by kids.

I don't know how successful the training was, because
I haven't seen anyone since then. I don't know what
they will do. I know I'm going to do something.

I learned that a lot more people care about the
drug problem than I thought. Many people are really
good and very concerned.

Most of the information about drugs I already knew.
However, the training reminded me of these things I
already knew...

LEVEL III - SUBREGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Description

Trainers: Team trained at Regional Training Session.

Duration of Training: Four-day training session,

divided into two, two-day training sessions.

Participants:

Students 37.5%

Educators 25%

Community 37.5%

Selection Criteria:

Participants were selected for training from the

local school districts. The participants were selected

in teams composed of students, educational and community

people. These participants were selected for the
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training, with the understanding that they would return,

after the training, to implement a local program for

their respective districts.

Objectives:

1) To give the participants factual information

on drugs from a multidisciplinary perspective.

2) To give the participants an awareness of the

scope of the drug problem.

3) To provide the participants with the necessary

skills to go back and assess the scope of the

problem in their local districts.

4) To help the participants to work out a solution

to the drug scene within their local community.

5) To have the participants in the training make

contracts stating specifically what they would

do in their local communities between the dates

of the training and 1972.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Group discussions

3) Communication skills

4) Team building

5) Mini-learning sessions

Resource Personnel:

Consultants were brought in to discuss related

content material, e.g., doctors, police, and drug users.
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

School Administrator:

...I feel that we did a good job in the overall
program when all the constraints working against us
are taken into consideration. We had our regular
jobs to be responsible to as well as this program.

The participants appeared to be very pleased about
what we exposed them to and the information we gave
them. We stressed the importance of each trainee doing
something to get involved in being part of the solution.
We asked each to make this contract with the group.

It is difficult to really measure the effect of the
training when you consider it just took place a few
weeks ago. However, we are planning a follow-up session
in a week or so...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10)

Teacher:

...I learned a lot about drugs and drug problems,
but more than that, I learned about materials available
to me in this school district. I wasn't aware of all
the experts right from around here.

Some of the other adults didn't feel that it was
necessary to have the students participating in the
program, but I thought this was the best part of it.
Some of the kids had an awful lot to say that would
not have been said if they weren't there.

We are now trying to.plan a program here in our
school. We haven't gotten that far along yet. We
started planning it at the training session we went
to, but there are still a lot of problems to work out.

It is too bad that we don't have more programs
like this one on other social problems. Maybe after
that, we could begin to work on minority group inter-
action. So much could and should be done. Maybe
this is the beginning...
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CALIFORNIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

Level I

1) To provide the teams

with an understanding

of the philosophy under

lying the state train-

ing program.

Level II Level III

40.

2) To bring about a 3) To give the parti-

change of attitude cipants training in

in the participants identification of, and

on related drug clarification of values.

issues through a

cross section of

opinions presented

by experts from vari-

ous disciplines.

3) To enhance communi- 2) To train the parti-

cation skills which cipants in communication

would facilitate the techniques.

realization of pro -

gram goals.

4) To help the trainees

learn how to deal with

values and attitudes

1

1

I

4) To strengthen the

participants' commit-

ment to the statewide

program design.

1) To train teams to

in turn train sub-

regional level teams.
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CALIFORNIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued)

Level I

5) To enable the par-

ticipants to design the

regional conference

they would direct.

Level II Level III

41.

6) To provide the par-

ticipants with re-

source materials for

regional, subregional

and local level train-

ing sessions.

3) To provide time for

the team to arrive at

their own training ob-

jectives, goals, as

well as projected date

and duration of train-

ing.

7) To dispel myths

about drugs through

the dissemination of

factual information

from a multidis-

ciplinary perspec-

tive.

2) To present factual

information about

drugs from all dis-

ciplines.

2 37

1) To expose the parti-

cipants to resource

materials containing

factual information

about drugs, e.g., books,

pamphlets, films, etc.
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CALIFORNIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSE AMONG LEVELS (continued)

Level I

8) To provide the

participants with an

awareness and sen-

sitivity to the need

Level II

6) To give the train-

ees the techniques

they would need in the

community in terms of

for consistancy in the skills to handle organi-

multidisciplinary ap-

proach to drug

education on all

levels of training.

zing an effective work-

shop working with other

agencies as resources.

Level III

5) To train the teams

in methods of evalua-

tive techniques.
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4) To train the partici-

pants in the decision-

making process.
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

The beginning of the California in-depth study occurred

in San Diego where a feedback conference was in process. Con-

sequently, many regional trainers as well as subregional

trainers were interviewed there, thus omitting the necessity

of traveling all over the state to locate them. The trainers

had the opportunity to share their objectives, philosophy,

methodology of training, etc., in a relaxed environment.

Following these interviews, schedules were set up

within various regions to be visited. This opportunity to

make arrangements in one place eliminated many time schedule

problems so that a greater number of people were interviewed

than would otherwise have been possible.

The most frequently voiced need of the subjects inter-

viewed was further training in the areas of group process

techniques as well as organizational development skills. The

necessity for the development of these skills was not given

as much attention on Level II training sessions.

The team concept was utilized at all levels of training.

That is, individuals were not trained to function independently

of each other but a cross sectional multidisciplinary approach

to team functioning was stressed. Teachers, administrators,

community professionals, students, and educational support

personnel were all participants in the training of teams and

1



44.

designed their subsequent training sessions on other levels

through sharing responsibilities, expertise, status, and

overall implementation of their defined objectives. This

team approach was a definite component which contributed to

the effectiveness of the overall widespread positive effects

of the state program.

It is also important to mention the defined selection

criteria stressed for all participants. Individuals were not

arbitraily selected on the first two levels of training. Each

participant or trainee on Levels I and II was interviewed

prior to their participation in the conferences. This control

of potential trainees diminished on the subregional level,

for, in those cases, the local school district superintendents

designated the responsibility to principals and the selection

for teachers, students, and community people was a localized

responsibility. Oftentimes, trainees were selected who were

appointed to attend rather than those who had a desire to

attend. This is understandable. However, it obviously

affected the long-range activities of individuals trained

in this manner.

One outcome may be that the team building concept itself

fell apart somewhat on the subregional level. This may be due

to the fact that the selection process was not stringent or

that the trainees were not sufficiently trained to train

others in this area. Consequently, individuals sought to

fullfil their own purposes rather than those of the program.

24Q
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The feeling of togetherness in terms of achieving a

mutually agreed upon objective was easily identified in

the subjects interviewed. There was definitely an attitude

expressed that indicated that individuals felt as though

they were a part of a whole, a whole which they understood,

had a stake in, and wanted to see grow.



THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

COLORADO

Dates of Interview Visits:
April 26,27,28,29,30, 1971
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DESCRIPTION OF COLORADO PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

The individuals sent to the San Francisco National

Training Center were the trainers of the Level I, state

training sessions. These trainees were trained in teams

to return to their respective counties and school districts

to conduct similar training sessions which are described as

Level II school district training. As reported in the con-

text of the anecdotal data, the format for the training

sessions that the teams' members elected to implement varied

from one community to another.

The follow-up training sessions, directed by the

trainers of the Level I state training sessions, provided

further training for school district, Level II, trainer

teams. It was also designed to allow for a sharing of im-

plemented alternative program designs for training on the

local level.
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COLORADO

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level pf

San Francisco

Level I

Six 5-day Live-Ins
Oct. - Dec. 1970
(342 trainees)

Follow-up Sessions
Three 3-day Live-Ins

April 1971

Level II

County: School District
Training Sessions

(Number of trainees not reported)
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PROGRAM PREPARAT ION

The State Department of Education selected six (6)

individuals to be trained at the San Francisco National

Training Center. This six-member team, comprised of State

Department of Education personnel (director), a youth repre-

sentative, and personnel from the State Department of Public

Health, planned the drug education program for the state of

Colorado.

After participating in the one month live-in institute,

they returned to Colorado to begin to implement the program

they had designed. Two of the six-man team left the program

for various reasons. In order to expand the team, the State

Department of Education identified three other people who

were willing and qualified to serve as team members.

This newly formed state team, comprised of seven indi-

viduals sharing a common philosophy and commitment to the

program, assisted in directing six 5-day live-in state level

training sessions for county and local school district per-

sonnel. A total of 137 teams were trained at these six state

training sessions in Gramby, Colorado and 3-day live-in

follow-up sessions for some of these teams have taken place.

Other follow-up sessions are yet to be scheduled.

The members of the state team represent the State

Department of Education and the State Department of Public

Health. The Department of Public Health made the contacts
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necessary for selecting representatives from community social

service agencies for each team within county and local school

districts. The combined efforts of these two agencies have

proven to be most helpful to the local districts as well as

being effective at the state level.

LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainers: Trained at San Francisco National Training

Center

Duration of Training: six 5-day live-in training sessions

Participants:

Students 30%

Teachers 31%

Community 39%

Selection Criteria:

The director of the state drug education program

sent local school administrators informational materials

containing the objectives of the training and the

categories of potential trainees, as well as the selection

criteria specifications. Thus, these administrators were

able to identify students and teachers who were to attend

the state training sessions. The State Department of

Public Health sent informational letters to the local

directors of public health services. They were asked
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to select trainees to represent the community. Conse-

quently, school districts and counties sent teams which

were composed of students, teachers, school administra-

tors, and community representatives.

Objectives:

1) To affect attitudes and understandings relative

to drug users and abusers.

2) To provide credible up-to-date information about

drugs on the cognitive level.

3) To facilitate the development of teams to work

in turn on the local level.

4) To provide training alternatives for activities

within local communities.

Methods Used:

1) Pre-test and post-test

2) Lectures

3) Small group discussions

4) Group process techniques - communication skills

5) Films and resource materials

Resource Personnel:

A resource consultant from Colorado State University

was contracted to develop the pre-test, post-test instruments

and to conduct the analysis of this data. State team mem-

bers presented lectures and ran group discussions in their

fields of expertise. A guest lecturer or consultant was

also hired to speak on the hippie scene in San Francisco.
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)

The director of the state team thought that the team

was quite successful in reaching its objectives. The area

in which the team may have fallen short of reaching its ex-

pectations was in the cognitive aspects of drug education

factual information. No one had hired doctors, lawyers,

sociologists, or psychologists to present lectures in these

disciplines. Instead of this method of presentation, a

library of audio-visuals, books, pamphlets, etc., were avail-

able to the participants to read and share during the one-

week workshops. However, some of the team members felt that

the participants might have learned more cognitive information

if resource people representing the various disciplines had

been available during the workshops.

The objective that the team felt they were most success-

ful in achieving was that "of changing attitudes and under-

standings relative to drugs, users, and abusers." This success

was attributed to the methods used and the time spent in dealing

with this area.

...The trainees were given time to function in
small groups, to work out problems they may have in
relating to one another, to grow to understand each
other. We also provided them with the opportunity
to become involved with people who are usually
stereotyped--drug users, drug abusers, i.e., indi-
viduals who represent various sterotypes were real,
willing to interact, and work out whatever problems
the trainees may have had in relating to them up to
this point...
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Community Professional:

...I was invited to attend the workshop by our
school district drug education coordinator. I was
very interested in learning more about drugs and
how I can help kids who use drugs.

I learned that in order to learn about drugs, it
is important to talk with and listen to the problems
of youth. Anyone can help in working with this issue
if they are willing to understand what the kids are
thinking about. It doesn't make any difference what
profession one is in or whether or not they are working
with kids. We are all part of the problem.

Most of the time we worked in groups with the state
team members working as group leaders. They are the
ones that got us to discuss the issues that have to be
worked through before people can work together as a
team. For a group of people to become a team, you
really have to understand individual differences and
know why you are working together. Our team is just
great. I've really gotten to love each one of them
for what they are...

Community Professional: (policeman)

...It was a really great experience to work together
with teachers, students, nurses, social workers, coun-
selors, and school administrators. To get all those
people working together is quite an accomplishment.

The primary purpose of the workshop was to change
attitudes as they relate to the drug issue. I think
that the state team was as successful as can be expected
in achieving this objective for there is so much involved.
It just can't be accomplished through one week of dis-
cussions. As I've tried to explain to my own team, I
am just a policeman. I am not the whole police force
in our county or the whole police force in the state.
Sometimes people expect to change entire institutions
at once and that isn't realistic.

Another objective of the state team was to teach
the participants the difference between drug use and
drug abuse. This is real important, for there is
such a thing as the use of drugs for good reasons.
But I don't really know if as a policeman I can say
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that illegal drug use is good. There are so many
ways to look at this issue and the nature of my
profession forces me to oftentimes see it in terms
of the law. My job is to enforce the law.

I would like very much to see more workshops
like this one. They are badly needed in our com-
munity. More groups of people, made up of all
professions like ours was, should get together to
work this issue out for themselves. It's not an
easy job, but it really pays off in the end...

Guidance Counselor:

...I participated in the workshop at Gramby
(directed by the state team) because I was in-
terested in the topic and wanted to learn more
about drugs. I was very pleased about being in-
vited by our drug coordinator.

It was great having students, teachers, and
community people working so closely together trying
to solve a common problem. I wish we had had more
guidance counselors there because this is really the

type of training people in my.profession need.

What I learned at the State Training Session has
not only helped me relate to kids who are using
drugs, but also to kids in general. Sometimes it is

very easy not to get involved with those people we
are really supposed to be helping. I think that a
wall was beginning to be built up between me and

some of the kids. I don't feel that it is there
any more.

I also began to see the whole drug problem in a
different light. I had really looked at drugs as a
tool the youth used to rebel against the establishment.
But I certainly became more aware of how encompassing
the whole problem is. Drugs are really a built-in
coping mechanism for most of the people in our culture.
Youth, adults, parents, professional and non-professionals
in our society--all have their drugs and use them for
pretty much the same reasons.

Being aware of this, understanding it, certainly
has made a difference in the way I look at kids who
are dealing with drugs. They aren't as unique as I
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thought. They are just people with problems, that is,
if they want to look at the use of illegal drugs as a
problem. This is really up to them. I used to think
it was up to me to tell them that. If this is all I
learned during the whole week it was well worth it.

That again is what was so great about the workshop.
Everyone got something different from the experience.
We were all able to get what we needed...

Student:

...When I first arrived at the state training
session, I wasn't too sure if I really wanted to be
there and participate in the workshop. There were
so many. well educated older people there from every
imaginable profession. I thought it was really
going to be a drag.

But it wasn't. The group leaders were just great.
They got us talking together in small groups, they
gave us a few lectures, then let us deal with what
they told us and how it relates to our own school and
community.

I could hardly believe how many professional people
there are who are supposed to teach us, work with us,
help us and they don't understand the things that the
youth are saying by the things they do--like taking
drugs. I never realized how complicated the whole
thing is.

I really feel badly for people, like some young
teachers and policemen who feel pretty much like the
youth do about a lot of things, but have no way to
act out like we do. If they did, they might lose their
jobs. This is really a hairy thing.

After the workshop, our team met a lot of times to
try to get organized in our own community. We were
told by the state team that before we tried to run
workshops or anything like that in our own communities,
we should look at the problem and how it affects our
own. You know, every community is different.

We really haven't been able to get anything together
yet, because we haven't had enough time or support. We
just give talks at churches, in some of the high school
classes, and stuff.
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I wish everyone could go to Gramby and get the
same type of training we had. If this could happen,
it would be much easier to get things started there...

Teacher:

...The first few days of the workshop everyone
was really confused. We didn't know what was hap-
pening, but after that, things really started to
fall into place. People began to let down the walls
blocking communication. Real interaction started to
take place and this is when we really started to
learn something.

All the books, movies, articles, charts in the
world would not have taught us what we learned from
each other. I think a real sign of learning is to
be able to relate to what you are trying to learn
about. We were forced to relate to the kids, the
people that we once thought were the problem. I

learned that they are not the problem but merely
kids doing something we don't understand. I am so
afraid that these kids will get hurt by drugs. I

was afraid of the whole issue. I'm not any more.

If all teachers could learn what I learned, all
students too, the concept of the traditional teacher
could change. This is what is so badly needed if
schools are to do what the books and college profes-
sors say that they do do. Maybe this can be the
beginning of a change that is much needed...

LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS

Level II trainees of the state training sessions in

Gramby, Colorado returned to their communities and first

assessed local needs. Each team returned to its respective

county and school district to begin to function as a team of

trainers. Some teams found it necessary to expand their

membership in order to achieve the objectives they set for

themselves.
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Much effort was put into training the participants to

function as teams upon returning to their local districts.

The point of assessing local problems was stressed, i.e.,

prior to developing a format for training on the local level,

it is essential that team members be cognizant of all the

factors affecting the community.

One state team member felt that one area which should

have been given more attention on the state level was that

of developing organizational development techniques.

...We gave team members directions, we told them
what we wanted them to do upon returning to their
communities, but what we did not do was teach them
how to do it. It is a difficult, involved process
but one which must be struggled through if we are
seriously committed to the multiplier effect. We
did as much as we thought we had to do in this area,
but now we have learned that more needs to be done.
We are trying to deal primarily with organizational
development techniques and planning strategies in
our 3-day follow-up sessions. The state team members
are also trying to function as technical assistance
resource people on the local level...

Another team member felt that support for local district

teams must be provided if the program is to continue.

...We are geographically so distant from most
of the local district teams. This state is a
big state. With only two full-time personnel
it is relatively impossible to establish a sup-
port network of communication...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)
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A discussion of the activities by some of these teams

will follow.

Program Description

Trainers:

Twelve trainees trained at state training session

plus 18 other community professionals who are being

trained to function as part of the team. (the expanded

team concept.)

Duration of Training:

Ranged from 11/2 hours to 20 hours.

Participants:

High school students, PTA organizations, social

service agency staffs, (Teach In-Service Training

Sessions.)

Selection Criteria:

Any group of individuals (students to professionals)

who feel that they want to learn something about the

drug scene in our community and are committed to do

their part in volunteer work.

Objectives:

]) to teach factual information about drugs

2) to learn about how drugs affect this community

3) to become aware of the opinions, feelings,

attitudes, of other people within the community
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4) to familiarize people with drug-related groups

already functioning within the community and

to learn a role they can play in working with

those already structured organizations.

Methods Used:

1) Small Group Discussion

2) Lectures

3) Role playing

4) Resource materials

Resource Personnel:

Trained knowledgeable people within some communities

were identified to give lectures, to work with groups

of youth and adults, to train students to run a hot

line, to train counselors to rap with drup users and

kids trying to get off drugs. All available resources

were identified and utilized as soon as possible.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)

Community Member:

...Our team has grown considerably since the state
training session. We have lost some members; yet, we
have expanded the team considerably. The team itself
is in need of future training in the areas of organiza-
tional development techniques. We have identified
many people who are willing to help us out, but we aren't
organized enough or have the time to work together to
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organize in a more structured manner. Sometimes
it seems like we are pulling from each other or
maybe competing against each other.

Through the use of financial resources which we
have gathered, we have managed to have a 24-hour
crisis line established. Community professionals,
nonprofessionals, and students have been trained by
our expanded team toman the hot lines.

We also have a community drop-in center for youth.
People volunteer their time to be in the community
center for so many hours per week. We have set up a
schedule which team members volunteer their time to
follow. These volunteers function as counselors.

Some team members have also lectured at PTA's,
elementary and secondary in-service training sessions
for teachers; and presentations by our youth team
have been made in some elementary and junior high
classes.

At the high school a rap room has been directed
by students for students...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)

Student:

...At the high school, the rap room has worked
out quite well. Some of the teachers, and also some
school administrators have been very much in favor
of what we have been doing. Naturally, we have had
a lot of hassles and problems with other teachers and
especially the guidance counselors. They just don't
know what to make of us, the kids that come to the
rap room, and what we are doing in general.

We made some mistakes, we cut off a lot of
straight kids who too need help. But, we are
learning from our mistakes and now we are trying
to correct them.

I think this program has really been great. It
has taken just hours and hours of our time, but it's
worth it...
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Community Professional: (welfare social worker)

...This is the first time I've really seen inter-
agency cooperation in this county. It was just so
refreshing to .gee teachers, students, parents, and
community people working together who are all concerned
about the same problem. This is something I read
about as being the best way to deal with a problem
but the first time I've really seen it done.

I havn't learned that much about drugs themselves.
I still have a lot more to learn but now I know that
there is much I can do. We are going to have more
meetings for small groups of interested people. I'll
go to these meetings when they get started...

LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS

Program Description

Trainers: Four State Team Members.

Duration of Training: Four hours.

Participants: Teachers

Selection Criteria: All teachers within the school.

Objectives:

1) To give the teachers an awareness of the

drug problem within their own county.

2) To give the trainees an awareness of the

reality of the problem.

3) To give the trainess an understanding of

what was happening in the county.

4) To give the trainees drug information

concerning resources available to them.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Discussion groups

Resource Personnel:

Information was provided on where materials could

be obtained. Consultants were provided, including the

county educators, who lectured in their areas of

expertise.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

I was unable to obtain an interview with the team

member who conducted the training session.

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)

Teacher:

...I participated in a teacher's in-service
training session. It lasted about A hours to
4 hours. It was really quite good I thought.
Four people from the state team came down to work
with some people from our county who were trained

at Gramby.

They tried to make the teachers aware of what is
happening here in our own county. They told us who
to go to for help if we had students who had problems
with drugs. They really tried to make us aware of

how serious the problem really is. They also told

us that they would like us to try to teach our own
students about drugs so that they would too realize
the danger of becoming involved with drugs.
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One of the team members really stressed the
importance of not making value judgments about
drugs, that you can't look at the student using
drugs as a good or a bad person, but just a person
who might have a problem. One thing that really
impressed me was that a thing is only a problem
if the person looks at it as such. Some kids
don't think that smoking marijuana is a problem
and if they don't, then it isn't a problem to them.
I guess you can't force anyone to think they have
a problem if they don't think they do...

LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS

Program Description

Trainers: County Team Members.

Duration of Traininv Two 50-minute sessions.

Participants: Students.

Selection Criteria: All students in the class.

Objectives:

1) To give the students basic information on drugs.

2) To change the students' attitude towards drugs.

Methods Used:

1) Lecture

2) Discussion

Resource Personnel: Resources and materials were

provided by the school.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49)
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Student:

...In class one of my teachers told us about what
he had learned when he took a course in drugs that was
put on by the state. I really didn't learn that much.
I've heard things on TV and read things that were much
better than this.

It doesn't really matter to me if people, kids or
adults use drugs. That is their own business. Their
habits are their personal thing and my views on the
subject are not going to change what they are going
to do.

I think drug education is important. People have
to know the facts, but I can't understand how my
teacher thinks he can tell leople what to do. That is,
you can't convince someone not to use drugs if they
have already decided that they
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COLORADO

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

Level I

1) To affect attitudes

and understanding rela-

tive to drug users

and abusers.

Level II

2) To become aware

of the opinions,

feelings, attitudes

of other people

66.

Level III

3) To give the

trainees an under-

standing of what was

happening in the

within the community. county.

2) To provide credible

up-to-date information

about drugs on the

cognitive level.

1) To teach factual 1) To give teachers

information about

drugs.

(students) an awareness

of the drug program

within their own county.

3) To facilitate the

development of teams

to, in turn, work on

the local level.

4) To provide train-

ing alternatives for

activities within

local communities.

4) To familiarize 4) To give the trainees

people with drug re- drug information con-

lated groups already cerning resources

functioning within

the community and

learn a role they

can play in working

with those already

structured organi-

zations.

available to them.



Level I

COLORADO

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued)

Level II

3) To become aware

of the opinions,

feelings, and atti-

tudes of other

people within the

community.
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Level III

3) To give the

trainees an under-

standing of what was

happening in the

county.
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

Following the state training sessions in Gramby, Colorado,

the trainees returned to their respective counties and school

districts to assess local needs and then design training sessions

for local community people. In many cases, these teams expanded

to involve other community people in order to facilitate the

development of the design for these training sessions.

It was observed that as teams expanded, the original

cohesiveness of the team seemed to gradually dissipate. It

would seem important that each team, formally trained to

function as a unit, maintain the autonomy and unity the

training was designed to accomplish. It is difficult to main-

tain team cohesiveness when the expanded team concept is

utilized.

In some communities visited, the teams had not worked

together to develop total community designs. Rather than this,

team members returned to their professional institutions and

attempted to organize training sessions on their own. Had

they made use of the expertise and support of the total team,

they might have been more successful in achieving their ob-

jectives.

Further training for all participants in the area of

group dynamic techniques that could be used by teachers in

the classroom as well as for community training sessions would
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have been most helpful. Organizational development skills

for organizing community training and public involvement

would have been a useful tool for the participants. These

skills would have facilitated the achievement of the overall

state program objectives.

...
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

Dates of Interview Visits:
March 23, 24, 29, 30, 31
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DESCRIPTION OF DELAWARE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

The Delaware Program Design Map tells us that

seven (7) individuals were sent to the Adelphi Univer-

sity National Training Center. This Adelphi trained

team, including the director, returned to the state and

carried out the Level I state training sessions in

Dover, Delaware, where six teams were trained. The

members of these teams came from various counties and

school districts within the state. They, in turn,

returned to their respective local districts to organize

Level II training sessions. Upon completion of these

Level II training programs, Level I and Level II trainees

together organized the local community training sessions,

or Level III.

Adelphi trained personnel were involved on all

levels of training, functioning as consultants or

lecturers. The role in which they functioned was defined

by the trainers within various local districts.
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DELAWARE

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level 0

Adelphi

Level I

3 Days, 2 Live-In Nights
October 1 - October 8, 1970

(44 trainees)

Level II

Local Districts
3 Days, 2 Nights
Oct. - Dec. 1970

(620 trainees)

Level III

Local Communities
Duration of Training Varied
Oct. 1970 - May 1971

(24,565 trainees)
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PROGRAM PREPARATION

The State Department of Education hired a director

for the State Drug Education Program which was to begin

in September, 1970. The director and six other indi-

viduals from various parts of the state who represented

diverse specialists within the field of health education

and related professions were selected by the State

Department of Education to attend the Adelphi University

National Drug Education Training Center.

The Institute was designed to educate the parti-

cipants in the area of preventive drug education from a

multidisciplinary perspective through the use of

innovative teaching techniques along with various group

process techniques.

The state team returned from Adelphi University

after having developed a design which they planned to

implement within the state. Upon returning to Delaware,

the team continued planning and organizing resources

within the state in order to effectively put into

operation the design formulated.

LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainers: State Team trained at Adelphi National

Training Center.
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Duration of Training: 3-day live-in training

session.

Participants:

Students 30%

Teachers 35%

School Administrators 5%

Community 30%

Selection Criteria:

Letters were sent to superintendents or local

educational agencies informing them of the state drug

education program and its objectives. Local admin-

istrators were asked to select from their communi-

ties trainees to attend the state workshop. It was

suggested that teams sent for training would be

composed of students, teachers, school administrators,

community professionals and nonprofessionals, along

with other educational support personnel, such as,

school nurses, guidance counsellors, etc.,. The

number of people sent for training was estimated on

the basis of student population within the defined

community.

The responsibility for the final selection of

all participants was given to the local school

district. A specification was made that one-third

to one-fourth of the team members were to be students.

The director and other state team members felt
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that if they had had control of the final selection

of potential trainees, the initial training session

would have been more effective than it was. They

suggested that more definitive selection criteria

be established for future workshops on the state

Level I.

Objectives:

1) To change attitudes about controversial

issues.

2) To enhance relationships between youths and

adults on the topics of drugs, race relations,

and age differences.

3) To stimulate change in the classroom

environment.

4) To disseminate accurate factual information

from a multidisciplinary perspective.

5) To dispel myths surrounding drugs and drug

users.

Methods Used:

1) Expectations contract

2) Lectures

3) Movies

4) Group dynamic techniques (role playing, reverse

role, alter ego, trust walk, fish bowl, circle

walk, sharing secrets, nonverbal communication,

prescriptions, descriptions, sharing concerns,

monads, dyads, triads, rap sessions)

a-o,y111
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5) Small group discussions

6) Large group discussions

Resource Personnel:

A consultant was called in to direct the group

dynamics techniques and/or group process portions

of the state workshop. Consultants were also hired

to present factual information in the areas of

psychology, pharmacology, physiology, sociology,

law enforcement and the youth subculture as these

disciplines relate to the issue of drugs.

Other resource personnel such as drug users from

the defined community were identified to participate

in the workshop.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73)

The director of the State Drug Education Program felt

that the state team was most effective in reaching its

objectives when consideration of the meager staff she had

to work with was taken into account. She was the only paid

full-time member.

The fact that all of the trainers in the state working

on Level I were trained together at Adelphi Univerity

facilitated the development of the training format mutually

agreed upon. The entire staff, composed of educators,
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community people, and students, all shared a common

philosophical approach to the task of initiating an

effective drug education program in all the school districts

throughout the state, and, hopefully, within all of the

schools.

The director felt that the team's success could be

attributed to the level of expertise of the consultants

hired and the methods selected to provide the trainees with

the information and interaction needed to achieve the

stated objectives. The team modeled their training format

on the training they had had at Adelphi University. The

trainers felt that, if these methods and techniques had

been so successful for their own training, chances were

that trainees within their own state would experience

similar growth.

The director considered that one of the team's

objectives, i.e., to stimuLlte change in the classroom

environment, was not as successfully achieved as the team

had anticipated. She attributed this failure to the local

school structure itself. She felt that not only must

teachers and students have more flexible attitudes, but

also that the school administrators on the local level must

be exposed to and be more open to innovative educational

techniques. Otherwise, they would not be able to implement

locally what they had learned at the state training sessions.

The director, along with other state team members
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interviewed, felt, in particular, that the group dynamics

techniques utilized and the multidisciplinary approach to

program content were successful because they addressed

the needs of the trainees.

"Interaction between educators, students, community

professionals, nonprofessionals, and other school related

personnel was the most valuable aspect of this program,"

said the director. The trainees were given the opportunity

to get to know each other through discussion groups as well

as the use of group dynamic techniques. The live-in

situation facilitated this interaction, for all categories

of trainees were given the opportunity to discuss related

issues as much as they felt the need to. "For many of us

these discussions went on until wee hours of the morning,"

stated the director.

Another state team member felt that the team was most

successful in achieving its objectives if one took into

consideration how all-encompassing its objectives were. He

based this opinion on the fact that all trainees of the

state training sessions evaluated the workshops from their

own perspective and the data reported verified his per-

ceptions of the outcomes of the workshop.

"The success we had was due to methods and
style of training the trainees were exposed
to. People on all levels within society,
students, educators, community, need to
express their own views and grow through
each other, in order to be able to work
together. Many people have a great amount
of expertise in a particular discipline,
but it is only through combining all of
these disciplines that we get a total
picture of any issue.

275



80.

I feel that the people problem which
may be the reason for the increase or
widespread use of drugs must be looked
at and we provided our trainees with an
opportunity to look at it and this is what
they felt they needed.

We trained 37 teams and all of these
teams are doing something back in their
school districts. I have personally
worked with seven of these teams as a re-
source person, a consultant. Each state
team member trained at Adelphi is doing
the same thing I am doing.

We still have needs. In fact, now we
have more needs than we had before the
training at Adelphi took place last summer.
We have turned out hundreds of students,
community people and educators throughout
the state. These people need support;
they need further training. Calls come in
to my office, my home, the state office,
to other members of our team's homes,
asking us to help.

I am doing all I can but I must admit
that it gets terribly pressuring. All of
my efforts in the state drug education
program are over and above my regular full-
time position. It is all volunteer work
for everyone of us, the entire team.
Everyone, that is, the hundreds of people
involved throughout the state, volunteer
their time, effort and personal expen-
ditures. I feel further support from the
state department and federal government
is needed to continue or merely maintain
this program. It would be a terrible
thing if this program ever died, for it's
my hope that our endeavors are not only
affecting drug users and potential users,
but we are developing change agents within
other institutions that affect the over-
all community educational processes.
Support, commitment, expertise is coming
from the most unexpected places. We are
finding people that really care and are
using their talents to help others.
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A supervisory employee interviewed from the State

Department of Education stated that "this program has

accomplished more in one year than any other federally

sponsored program that I have been involved with or heard

about." He also felt that it is the most effective in-

service training program for teachers that he has ever

seen put into operation.

"At the beginning, I had my doubts
about the methods and style of training
the state team had decided upon to imple-
ment the state drug education program.
However, the effect has been so far-
reaching. The trainers have reached
educators, students,aand community people
from every local school district within
the state.

The need for training more teams is,
however, a very real need. This need
has been expressed by local teachers,
school administrators, students, and
community people. It is essential that
we be able to respond to this need. Drug
crisis centers, innovative drug education
programs within the local elementary and
secondary schools, hot lines, hundreds of
people becoming personally involved in
local community projects, a most
effective in-service training program
for teachers, kids becoming responsibly
involved in community projects rather
than using drugs, are just a few of the
outgrowths of this program. How 'can
we think of not continuing a program .

whose effect results in these types of
activities?"



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73)

Community (parent):

...I participated in this training
session because when I was asked by the
principal of the high school I thought it
would be a great opportunity to learn
more about drugs. I was most concerned
about the drug issue but I had no idea
what to do to help kids. I just hurt for
the kids who were taking drugs that may
eventually kill them in one way or
another.

I was very surprised at how the
trainers taught us about drugs. We were
taught factual information on the
psychological and physiological effect
of drugs, the legal aspects, sociological
aspects, and the effect drugs have on the
individual. This I thought at first was
all I had to know, but that was easy to
learn in comparison to that part of the
training which forced us or helped us to
get to know ourselves and each other.

I was so surprised to discover how
individuals from such different back
grounds had so much in common. We all
cared for each other in such different
ways; yet, it took awhile to learn just
what role every person plays in his
community.

I learned things about myself that
really changed me. This training has not
only allowed me to feel that I am a very
important part of my community because
of what I now know I have to contribute
to it, but it also has taught me to
relate to my own husband and children
in different ways. I am closer to them
because I have learned how to listen, how
to hear, how I can feel for them if I
listen and really hear.

Naturally, I always thought that I
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could listen, but you know, I really
couldn't because I know I didn't hear
what they said a lot of times. I used to
to just hear words. It's much easier
to hear just words than it is to hear
the feelings that are being expressed in
those words.

The lectures, the films, printed
materials, the students' experiences,
all provided me with factual information
about drugs, but all the different group
dynamic techniques used in the small
groups really taught me how to relate to
other people, how to listen, how to share,
how to give and take to and from each
other.

The warm feelings of appreciation,
and commitment to those people I am
working with, to the team I'm a member
of are so satisfying and supporting.
On our team there are three students,
a nurse, two teachers, and a school
administrator. We have designed two,
3-day workshops within our school
district for students, teachers, and
community people. We have reached over
120 people. The trainers who trained
me at the state workshop have come in to
help me during our workshop. We also
use doctors, lawyers, university
professors, and consultants to help with
the factual information. The indi-
viduals our team has trained are doing
other things and we help them.

The whole thing is just unbelievable.
If only there was more money for more
training plus more support on the local
level. I don't know how the director
does all that she does...

Student:

...I am really grateful to the person
who asked me to participate in the state
workshop. I don't know why the high
school principal asked me because I don't
use drugs or anything. I'm really kind
of straight. But, I learned that kids
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that use drugs have the same kind of
problems I have. They just take drugs
instead of doing some of the things I
do.

I guess I learned that I didn't
take drugs just because no one has
tried to tell me I should. My friends
don't use drugs. We don't dress like
the kids that take drugs either. But
that really isn't a very good reason
for not using drugs - just because I
didn't have opportunity.

Another thing that surprised me
was that some kids who look real
straight smoke grass and take acid, too.
So many adults that I met admitted to
taking diet pills, pep pills, sleeping
pills or other things.

If only we could have more workshops
on the state level. My team has run a
workshop here in this community but it
wasn't as good.as the state workshop.
We really don't have the time to put
into it with our jobs and family
responsibility. I can work on a
committee and help with one or two
projects but to oversee the whole thing
is just too much.

We really need help. So many
students here at the high school are
turned on to helping each other and
community people as well. If only we
could be freed up and get more
structured support. Some teams have
done more than we have and I'm happy
for them and proud that they are but we
have very real constraints and time
problems here.

This type of training would be in-
valuable to teachers, but you need
students and community people there. The
state and federal government spend so
much money on things that don't work.
I don't know why they can't spend more
money on things, like this, that do work.
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I used to think that drugs were
really evil and now I know that it isn't
the drug that is evil but the reason
why the person uses the drug that is
important. The whole thing is a matter

- of degree.

If it is the reason why the person
uses the drug that is most important,
then we have to learn how to relate to
people, that is, to relate to those
people using the drugs and people that
don't use the drugs. People that don't
use drugs can talk about what in life
makes them high or happy and then people
that do use the drugs maybe can learn
about how to be high without the drugs.

But, before we can do that, we have
to know the facts about drugs, we have
to know that it is a 'people problem'
not a 'drug problem' and we have to
learn how to relate to people.

That is the reason why I am working
so hard on our team. We were all trained
together at the state workshop. Now we
have to bring that information and
experience back to our community. This
isn't easy, especially when the teachers
on the team have to teach all day, the
nurse works all day, the team leader,
who is a community person, works all day
as a housewife, I go to school all day
and the school administrator works all
day.

Do you believe we found a way?
After we came back home we started
planning how we could have two 3-day
workshops. We really worked hard
selecting people, getting them time out
of their regular jobs, getting students
out of school for 3 days, etc...but we
did it. Now we have about 120 people
in this community doing things. We are
trying to set up a hot line, we got space
for a drop-in center, some space at the
hospital for treatment for kids starting
recreational programs, and still trying
to plan workshops.

My own parents are involved. Our
family has changed too. I don't fight
with my mother like I used to.
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I have so much responsibility now.
I am really involved. It gets really
hard with school and all, but now I
know I want to go to college and learn
more about how we can approach problems
like this.

It would be so much better if we had
more time, more support, and more training
on the state level. It would make it so
much better for us on the community level.
A lot of people here want more training.

Me included...

Student:

...I know kids who have stopped using
drugs as a result of the training session.
It has helped a lot of people in their
own personal lives, mine included...

Teacher:

...From this training I learned that
there actually was a drug problem here
in my community. I found the high school
students, ones with long hair included, to
be a lot smarter than I thought they were.
At the beginning of the workshop, the
first day or so, I thought that the
students were belligerent and disrespectful,
but in their apparent rebellion I found
them to be very honest. Before this workshop
I must admit that I was very unsympathetic,
but my attitude toward youth, toward ray own
community really changed. The change wc::5,

uncomfortable at first but now I'm getting
used to it. It is a great feeling to
understand a person. It takes time and
effort but, after all, that I know what he
or she is all about makes you feel good
because you have respected them.

The group dynamic techniques were
really great tools to bring back to the
classroom. They have really helped me
in my classroom teaching. I teach English
and I really use the small group discussions,
the fish bowl, the talk behind your back and
other techniques I learned at the Workshop...
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LEVEL II LOCAL DISTRICT TRAINING

Program Description

Trainers: Trainees of state training session

(Level I) who were trained in teams

composed of students, educators, and

community people from local school

districts throughout the state.

Duration of Training: 3 days (40 hours)

Participants:

Students 35%

Teachers (support personnel) 55%

School administrators 5%

Community professionals, non- 10%

professionals (parents)

Selection Criteria:

The team members (trained on Level I) contacted

high school principals and asked that teams be sent

from each school to participate in a 3-day workshop.

Each team was to be comprised of students, teachers,

educational supportRJrsonnel, school administrators,

and community professionals and nonprofessionals.

It was stated that those selected to attend the

workshop be leaders or innovators within their

representative institutions or have potential leader-

ship ability. One-third to one-fourth of the team

was to be made up of students.
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Objectives:

1) To disseminate factual information from

a multidisciplinary perspective about

drugs.

2) To develop communication skills.

3) To improve relationships between youth and

adults.

4) To form and train a team to function within

each high school within the school district.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3) Group dynamic techniques
;

4) Small group discussions ra 1

Resource Personnel:

In all communities the workshops were presented

in either church or school facilities. This was a

no cost item. Two or three state team members

(trainers, Level I) attended each local school

district workshop to serve as lecturers or process

consultants. Some communities hired a director for .

the group dynamic techniques portion of the training.

Lecturers from within the community donated

their time to present factual information on the

pharmaclolgical, physiological, and psycho-social aspects

of drugs. Law enforcement personnel and lawyers were
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also utilized to share their expertise in those

respective fields.

EVALUATION OF TEAMS' SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN REACHING TRAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed: (see table, p. 73)

Community (parent):

...I feel that the team was most
successful in reaching our objectives.
We modeled our workshop after the training
session we attended on the state level.

The most basic needs of teachers,
students, and just regular community people
are never met. In all of the years I have
lived in this community, on one ever thought
or tried to really help me out. I think
that we helped everyone learn more about
themselves and about each other.

Besides giving the participants all the
factual, accurate information about drugs,
we also exposed them to methods which they
could use to deal most effectively with the
drug issue. All the knowledge in the world
about any particular topic is useless if
you don't know how to use that information
in relation to yourself and others.

This wasn't just my feeling. It was
also the feeling of the trainees themselves,
for we gave them evaluation forms that we
asked them to fill out and most of the
information they gave back to us was positive.
Most of them said that they wished the work-
shop had been longer and that they would like
everyone to be able to participate in it -
the whole community, that is, all students,
teachers, and parents. I feel that this is
a good indication of their needs and what
they feel others needs are, as well...

Student:

...The workshop was really better than
I expected. I really had my doubts about
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teachers I have had in school, my own
friends, other kids who I didn't really
know before, my vice principal, really
being able to get into it. You know, into
really sharing their opinions and ideas.

I really know kids who were smoking
grass a lot who have decided not to smoke
grass anymore because of what they
learned at the workshop.

The thing that really makes me feel
bad is that we can't give everyone in the
school district a chance to have the same
experience. There are so, so many hassles
in setting up a program like we did and it
takes so much time. It's really hard when
everyone has to work full-time at other
jobs.

Maybe some day we will get a really
turned on chief school officer who can
organize a program like this for everyone.
You know, drugs aren't that big of a problem.
The problem really is that people don't
communicate together enough. Some kids just
get all down, lonesome, and then cop out on
drugs. They smoke grass once or twice, get
into a little bit of trouble and get more
down. After that, they just do more drugs
and really hurt themselves. But, see where
it all starts? It all starts with not being
able to communicate.

We are going to run another workshop
in a month or so. We have already started
planning it. Some of the people who were
in the last one are going to help us too...

Teacher:

...The program wasn't as good as the
team and I had hoped. We had so many con-
straints working against us. Due to the
date we had to have it (because of the
chief school officer's mandate) we were not
able to get a consultant in to direct the
group dynamic techniques portion of the
program. Consequently, it was like a
traditional learning situation which really
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never did turn anyone on. Our trainees
didn't get as personally involved. They
were really kind of stiff.

We gave them all of the factual
information about drugs but that doesn't
help them learn how to relate to the issue.

If only we had been able to give
them the same experience we had on the
state level. I really can't see why there
can't be a state team established who was
free to come and do the training on the
local school district level. I know that
there isn't enough money, that the director
is the only one paid, that it's better for
each district to answer their own problem,
but, then we should have the money to hire
consultants and free time to organize a
good training session.

I feel really badly that we didn't do
a better job. The trainees said they
liked it, but they have no idea of how
good it could have been had we had some
time, some money, some support.

It gets me really mad to think of all
the things we waste money on and when there
is so much potential for everyone in this
program and no money to bring it to the
people. Our teachers really need to learn
about the different group dynamic techniques.
Knowing how to use those techniques in the
classroom makes such a different climate
for the teacher and the students.

Maybe next time around we can do
better...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73)

Community (parent):

...The most valuable thing I learned
from this workshop is that adults are really
no different from kids. They do the same
things as adults, for pretty much the same
reason but the only difference is in the
things they choose to do. Some choose to
smoke grass once in awhile just as some
adults choose to drink. The legal aspect
is really a problem for the kids when
looking at the drug issue.

I used to get all defensive over the
topic of drugs but there are so many other
more important parts to people than just
looking at drugs. If only we could get
over that problem. You know, that is really
when the real serious generation gap business
started - when we started blaming kids for
the drug problem. The drug problem has been
here for an awfully long time and for me it
doesn't exist any more. Now I see the whole
drug issue as a people problem.

If only there was more time, more work-
shops for more people. I have told my
husband and children all about the workshop.
I would love it if they could go to one like
it

Ever since I went through the workshop
so many things are different for me. I really
have learned to listen to my husband and
children differently. Now I can talk to my
high school kids about things they want to
talk about and I want to talk about, but be-
fore we just couldn't do it. Now we can.
I learned so very much.

Oh, and besides
I also learned a lot
out what drugs do to
that an awful lot of
hurting their bodies

learning those things,
about drugs. I found
the body and I now feel
people are really
by taking all the drugs
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they do take. Some of the teachers were
really surprised to learn what the
doctors told them about drugs they were
taking.

Now I am working on our school team
running rap sessions for students after
school. We also plan on doing a lot of
other things...

Teacher:

...We need many more programs of this
type. It was really something to learn that
teachers themselves have trouble communi-
cating with each other. It was really
something to see how well a lot of the
students got on together in comparison to
the teachers.

It was just great seeing students,
school administrators, the police, teachers,
and parents all working on trying to really
understand each other and learn real factual
information together. I could hardly believe
it.

I have tried to use a lot of what I
learned at the workshop in my classroom. It
really works. I would like now to take some
courses in group dynamics to learn more
about how to use these techniques in the
classroom...

Teacher:

...There is really a necessity to get
people together. Our society just moves too
fast to keep up with each other. This was
the first time anybody ever gave me the
opportunity to learn and relate what I felt
to others at the same time. It was just
great!

After I went to the workshop I started
working at a drop-in center here in our
community. We are now planning a workshop
at our school for other teachers and students.
It's really too bad that more workshops
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couldn't be organized by people who didn't
have so many other responsibilities. We
find it really hard to get the time just
to plan it - never mind get it off the
ground, but we are really going to try...

Community:

...This was the greatest program I
have ever attended. I have gone to a lot
of lectures and stuff about drugs, but
this was really something else.

I work for the Recreational Department
here in the city and I would love to get
someone to put on something like this for
our staff.

I learned, of course, a lot about drugs,
but I learned so much more than that. The
people there were really beautiful. I never
in my life got to meet so many great people
so fast. We never seem to take time out for
that in our busy day-to-day world.

It would have been much better if it
could have been a bit longer. It's hard to
get so much in, in just three days.

You know, I must say that some people
didn't like it as much as I did. Some
individuals felt that they didn't want to
waste their time listening to and talking
with kids, especially kids who use drugs.
I could hardly believe this because some of
these people were guidance counsellors. Well,
I guess it takes all types to make a world...

Student:

...I thought the whole thing would be
about how bad drugs are like everything
else I've ever gone to that was about drugs.
I really didn't want to go, but since the
principal asked me, and I have gotten into
trouble here at school because some said I
smoked grass, I decided I had better go.
I could hardly believe how good it was. Like
the leaders or I don't know what to call them,
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the people that ran the workshop, just told
us the facts and let us talk. We had
lectures and stuff but afterward we would
always go into groups and discuss what we
had learned.

Some teachers really seemed like they
were really together. They showed that they
really cared about kids and stuff. Man, I
really was surprised.

I feel really bad for teachers who are
also parents. They must find it real hard
because the school kind of doesn't like
teachers getting friendly with students and
a lot of teachers want to.

This was really a great thing. I wish
all the teachers at my school could go. I

bet if they taught us school stuff the way
those people taught us about drugs, so many
kids wouldn't quit school or flunk out. I

heard one teacher say that he was really
going to try to get to know his students
better. That's really great. I got to know
my English teacher in a real different way.
I could hardly believe how nice he was.
What a difference from school...

Student:

...I used to be really closed. I never
dared talk to teachers or anyone that wasn't
a real close friend. I could hardly believe
that I told them about how I had smoked grass.
No one in my group acted shocked or anything.
They just talked with me about it.

I have not touched grass since I went to
the workshop. I feel so much better, I
really don't need drugs anymore. I used to
think that smoking with the guys was really
cool but now I realize I did it just for that
reason. What a stupid thing.

Now I don't even want to drink. I can
get all kinds of good feelings from just
grooving on people - all kinds of people.

I don't think that they are going to have
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any more workshops. That is really a bad
thing because a lot of guys and chicks
really want to go. This would be great
for everyone. Drugs really can be a
bummer...

Student:

...I learned not to shut off teachers
and old people like I used to. I thought
most of them were a bunch of duds. You
know, drugs are really a crutch, that is,
if you get into them heavy like, when your
head or your body tells you you need them.
That is really a bad scene. But, grooving
on people can really be a heavy beautiful
scene. This may sound stupid, but this
thing really changed the way I look at
other people - that's heavy...

LEVEL III - LOCAL COMMUNITY TRAINING

Formats for training on this level varied from one

community to another throughout the state. The following

program description is merely one example of the type

of training sessions that occurred.

Program Description

Trainers: Trainees of local district training

sessions within the school and local

community.

Duration of Training: Two day training session at

the high school.

Participants:

Students 40

Teachers 50

Parents 20

Total 110
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Selection Criteria:

Students that wanted to go could sign up.

Only 40 could go so not everyone had a chance.

Parents were invited and all the teachers had to go.

Objectives:

1) To teach people about drugs.

2) To discover alternatives to using drugs.

3) To learn how to communicate with other

people.

Methods:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3) Small group discussions

Resource Personnel:

A doctor, lawyer, and policeman from the

community were invited to lecture. A school

psychologist from another community, a state team

member (Level I), and two of the local district

team members (Level II) acted as consultants. The

school facilities were used to house the workshop.

TRAINER'S JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73)

Teacher:

...It was not as good as the one on the local
district level that I went to, but we only had two
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days: It's hard to fit everything in, in two
days. But, since more students want to go and
the teachers seemed interested, I think we
should try it again. It is so much work and
there are so many problems to get it organized
and off the ground.

If only there was someone who could be
freed up to plan these things. We really nerd
them...

Student:

...It was o.k. We don't know how to do
it like it should be done, It's almost
impossible. We worked so hard and it wasn't
one-half as good as the one I went to. They
say the state one was even better than the one
I went to.

I really wish I could be next at the state
team. Everyone needs this so much - not just
for drugs, but everything...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73)

Student:

...It's more important to try to
prevent drug abuse than it is to try to
stop it after it starts.

It was so good to have teachers and
community learning with us. It is really
important to trust those on all levels with
different jobs, different clothes, and of
different ages.

I learned a few facts, but those aren't
as important as learning from the people
there. The greatest thing I learned was to
relate to teachers and kids that aren't like
me. I never really talked to those people
before.



Now some kids and teachers want to set
up a rap center in the cafeteria after school.
The principal said we could and I am going to
work with them. It should be real good...

Teacher:

...I think this program just scratched the
surface. There is a lot more in this area that
has to be done.

The thing that surprised me most was how
involved the students became in the discussions.
The teachers have a lot more difficulty in
relating than they do. Naturally some teachers
felt that the discussions were superficial, but
some teachers are superficial. That will always
be the case.

I am going to work on the rap center project.
Maybe next fall we can really get a good program
going. That is, if we can get the support we
need...

295

99.



DELAWARE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

Level I

1) To change attitude'

about controversial

issues.

Level II

100.

Level III

2) To enhance relation-

ships between youth and

adults concerning the

topics of drugs, is ace

relations, and age

differences..

3) To improve rela-

tionships between

youth and adults

3) To learn how to

communicate with other

people.

3) To stimulate changes in

the classroom environment.

4) To disseminate accurate

factual information from a

multidisciplinary

perspective

1) To disseminate

factual information

from a multidisciplin-

ary perspective about

drugs.

1) To teach people

about drugs.

i.1

5) To dispel myths sur-

rounding drugs and drug

users.

2) To develop

communication skills.



DELAWARE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued)

Level I
Level II

4) To form and train a

team to function within

each high school in each

school district

101.

Level III

2) To discover

alternatives to

using drugs.



OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

The state coordinator in Delaware felt that the

major task confronting her at the time of the interview

was trying to utilize the energy and expertise of all

the participants of the state and local district

training sessions. What was apparently needed was

further training in organizational development techniques,

i.e., how do you develop local structures that are

flexible yet coordinated well enough to be able to

accommodate the energy of all trainees?

Energy, commitment, and expertise were qualities

exhibited by the interviewees in most communities visited;

yet, substructures .U.) accommodate the channeling of this

energy had not yet evialved. It was feared that if .a sub-

structure was not sufficiently systematized, indi-

viduals would become distracted and lose sight of their

task.

Through follow-up sessions on both the state and

local levels, the coordinator hoped to overcome some of

the present difficulties. She also hoped that training

in organizational development techniques would soon be

provided for trainees on both of these levels.

28

102.



THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

FLORIDA

Dates of Interview Visits:
April 19,20,21,22,23
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DESCRIPTION OF FLORIDA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

From the Florida Program Design Map we can see that the

state team trained at the University of Wisconsin National

Training Center returned to the state to run the Level I State

Training Conference. The participants of the state conference

were the regional coordinators (Level II) and the county co-

ordinators (Level III). These regional coordinators, in most

instances, attended both the state and regional training sessions.

Level IV training came about as an outgrowth of the

county training sessions. Two Level IV formats for training

were identified in two of the communities visited.
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FLORIDA

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level 0

Wisconsin

Level I

3-day live-in
Sept. 16-18, 1970

(50 trainees)

Level II

Oct. - Nov., 1970
2 and 3 Day Sessions

University Regional Center
988 trainees

Level III

Oct., 1970 - May, 1971
County Training Sessions for Local Schools

(151,518 trainees)

Level IV

School Sessions for Students & Teachers
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PROGRAM PREPARATION

The State Department of Education hired a director

for the state drug education program in the late spring of

1970. The State Department selected the director, along with

nine other individuals from various regions within the state,

representing youth, educators, school administrators, and other

professionals to attend a one-month, live-in National Drug

Education Training Center held at the University of Wisconsin

during the summer of 1970.

Upon returning from the National Training Center, this

state leadership team began to plan for the state conference

which would take place on September 16, 17, 18, 1970. Regional

coordinators from the university system were identified to

attend this conference. These university personnel would

serve as regional coordinators for the state drug education

program.

County coordinators were also selected by school

administrators in the various counties throughout the state.

These regional and cour.ty coordinators, along with other com-

munity professionals, attended this state conference in order

to become familiar with the drug education program design

decided upon by the State Dephrtment of Education and the

state leadership team.
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LEVEL 0 - NATIONAL TRAINING CENTERS

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 106)

LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING CONFERENCE

Program Discription

Trainers: State Leadership Team trained at Wisconsin

National Training Center.

Duration of Training: Three-day live-in training session -

September 16, 17, 18

Participants:

Students 10%

Teachers 60%

Community 30%

Selection Criteria:

Each region was asked to appoint a regional coordinator

who was employed at a local university. Supervisory

county administrators within the regions were then asked

to select county coordinators who would be trained on

the state level to coordinate local drug education programs.

These regional and county coordinators were in turn

asked to identify qualified professionals or nonprofes-

sionals within the local communities who would contribute

as participants at the state conference. Individuals

representing law enforcement personnel, doctors, clergy,
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social service professionals, and other community

representatives identified on the local level made

up the community component of the state conference.

Consequently, a wide range of interested, professionally

qualified individuals from various counties throughout

the state were brought together at the state conference.

Objectives:

1) To give the participants a broad picture of the

drug scene, including the physiological, psycho-

logical, legal, sociological, and pharmacological

implications of drug use.

2) To involve school personnel in complying with the

emergency School Board of Education regulations

embodied in the law passed that all students,

K-12, be exposed to drug education materials.

3) To carry out a program of awareness of the drug

scene throughout the state.

4) To help the participants design a systematic

approach to effective dissemination of drug

related materials.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Panel discussions - question and answer period

3) Audio-visual materials

4) Group interaction
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Resource Personnel:

Consultants were hired to present lectures on the

pharamacological, physiological, psychological, legal,

and sociological aspects of drug use. Ex-addicts,

students, and drug-users were also invited to present a

panel discussion.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 100

The director of the state program felt that the team was

quite successful in reaching its overall objectives. He

felt that the major factor affecting this success was a bill

passed by the state legislature which mandated that all school

systems within the State of Florida design and implement a

drug education program for all students from kindergarten through

the 12th grade. Consequently, county school systems viewed the

director of the program from the State Department of Education

as a facilitator in assisting them to achieve the objective

mandated by the legislature.

The director also felt that the state leadership team

had grown considerably since the initial state training

sessions.

...Not enough emphasis was placed on the
humanistic approach. We didn't provide
the trainees of the state conference with
enough information in this area to have
it filter down to the local level. However,
we are now emphasizing this in our local
county training sessions...
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Most of the small group discussions were centered

around the task of designing regional and county training

sessions. Regional coordinators got together to design their

programs and so too did the county coordinators, along with

other professional people from respective geographic areas.

A problem identified by the director was that some of

the state leadership team, resource people cmntracted to

make presentations at the state conference were not as well-

qualififed as had been anticipated. This statement was made

specifically in reference to the panel of ex-addicts. It

was felt that they did not serve the function they were

expected to serve. Trainees verbalized many negative reactions

to their presentations. The director felt that these indivi-

duals should have been more thoroughly screened prior to. their

presentation.

He also felt that much fragmentation was evident at the

commencement of the state conference. Regional and county

coordinators seemed to be going in different directions, i.e.,

everyone seemed to feel that their approach to the training of

educational personnel was most effective. However, as the

conference continued, this fragmentation became less noticeable.

Through the interaction and sharing of common experiences, the

polarization decreased and a common philosophical approach to

the task at hand began to emerge.

The director felt that the consultants invited to pre-

sent lectures on factual information about drugs were very

effective.
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Doctors, lawyers, law enforcement personnel, clergy, com-

munity people, social service agency personnel, drug users,

and ex-drug addicts all played a part in the program. Their

expertise was shared and much appreciated by the participants.

Another state leadership team member interviewed seemed

to have a most divergent opinion of the effect of the State

Drug Education Program. This team member also attended the

National Training Center. He felt that the State Department

of Education had already designed the program which would be

implemented within the state and that much of the effort

expended by the state team members during the summer at Wiscon-

sin was really in vain. In a sense, he felt that any input he

had to contribute would only be accepted if it had already

been incorporated in the original design; other ideas would

be rejected.

...I think that the people selected to go to Wisconsin
were individuals who had political contacts within the State
Department rather than those truly interested or involved in
the drug scene. I felt that whoever had control of the whole
thing choose the easy way out rather than the most effective
way.

I haven't seen anything done on the county level except
passing out packets of information on drugs to teachers. No
one needs to design a whole program for that.

Students were involved at the state conference, but
only eleven of us out of about 150, and we really didn't have
a role to perform. I thirk it was merely tokenism. We were
there simply because that is the in-thing for state departments,
colleges, etc., to do. 'Ilvolve students in planning - big deal.
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Students can only offer suggestions and help out if they
are looked at as an important part of the whole. I kind
of felt I was there for a show.

When I think that the federal government spent money
for me to go to Wisconsin for one month! I'm on the State
Leadership Team and I have never been asked to contribute
anything at the regional or county conferences. It seems
like a waste of money to me. I appreciated what I learned,
but no one asked me to use what I have learned to help other
kids.

I think the state program could have been much better.
I was really willing to do my share, but no one seemed to
want to hear what I thought or what I had to say.

I learned an awful lot through this experience and I'm
sure this program is doing some good, but I as I said, it
could have helped a lot more kids, teachers, and community
people...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed: (See table, p.106)

University Personnel:

...I didn't perceive the state conference to be any
type of training session. I and most other participants
went to the conference merely to share ideas about how
to function as regional coordinators.

My function was a very simple one to perform. I

merely had to organize one regional conference. All
of the regional coordinators did hold a conference and
that was all that was expected of us.

I really didn't learn anything that I didn't already
know before the state conference. We just heard lectures
about drugs from different points view. Just like any
other conference one attends, some lecturers were better
than others.
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I didn't think it was really necessary that we
attend all of the lectures. We aren't the ones that
should know what drugs do to the body and the mind.
It's the kids that have to learn that. They are the
ones using the drugs.

One part of the conference that I really thought
was useless was the panel of ex-addicts. They weren't
honest or real. I would never want kids to hear what
they had to say.

I feel that this program has been very effective in
helping teachers to get factual information about drugs
to students. That is what it is all about...

School Administrator:

...I thought that this program was really very good.
It is so important that we get information to teachers
so that they can begin to deal with the drug issue as
it comes up in various communities.

The lecturers were excellent and I learned much about
drugs that I had not yet had the opportunity to learn.
It was good to meet people who were willing to work
together to plan regional and county conferences. I

worked on the county conference that we had here. I

also participated in the regional conference. The
regional conference held at the university was modeled
after the state conference.

I must say though, that I feel more emphasis should
have been placed on the reasons why kids use drugs. The
approach at the regional conference was very cut and dry.
I think they really simplified the problem too much.
It's really much more complicated than they think. I

don't think that factual information is the answer.

We keep saying that we need to involve students, but
I have yet to be part of an organized program where students
are really involved in designing it. This bothers me.
Even in the drug program I conducted for teachers, I
didn't involve students. I must admit that I didn't
know how to involve them in a way the teachers would
accept. Maybe we can learn through this program...
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Teacher:

...I thought the state conference was really excellent.
We looked at all aspects of the drug issue and that is the
only way it can be looked at. I feel that the lectures
were the best part of the program. All of the speakers
were well qualified and presented the facts. Most of
them refrained from giving their own opinions and that
is the way it should be.

The group discussions were good, but I think that each
county must design programs to fit their own needs. For
example, in our county we can't possible start drug pro-
grams for students and our community people until our
teachers are educated. We must have teacher in-service
training programs throughout the county before we can
begin to educate the students.

As I said, I thought the program was excellent and
I am now running programs for teachers,making certain
that they receive the same range of complete of factual
information...

School Administrator:

...I thought that the state conferende was excellent.
I learned how to administer a drug education program in

our county. I am going to see to it that every teacher
gets a packet of material on drug education programs so
that we can insure that every student in our county gets
the facts about drugs.

This has been mandated by the state legislature and
the state conference was an excellent opportunity to
learn where I could get information to disseminate to all
the teachers and they in turn to the students. At this
point in time, drugs have not reached our community so
this will be truly preventative education...

University Personnel:

...I didn't look at this conference as a training
session. I feel that the major purpose of the conference
was to inform the regional and county coordinators of
the intentions of the director of the State Drug Educa-
tion Program. The format which was used during the
3-day conference is the one we, as coordinators in
various regions, were to also utilize.
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I felt that the students who participated in the
conference were not utilized as they could or should
have been. I thought this portion of the program was
very poorly organized.

It was mentioned by various speakers that there
were hopes that this program would meet some of the
unmet needs of our students and community people.
However, I don't feel that anything was modeled at the
state conference that would facilitate the achievement
of this objective. It may be that accidentally this
objective will be met in some counties, but I don't
feel that any structured portion of the design aims
toward this.

I would recommend that more students and grass roots
people be involved in meaningful ways. For this type
of program these two components are essential...

LEVEL II REGIONAL TRAINING SESSIONS

Program Description

Trainers: Trainees of State Conference

Duration of Training: 2 to 3 day Training Sessions

Participants:

Students 15%

Teachers 85%

Selection Criteria: Teachers and students were identified

by school administrators within the various counties.

throughout each region.

Objectives :

1) To give the participants factual information on

the pharmacological, physiological, legal, socio-

logical, and psychological aspects of drug use.
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2) To make the participants aware of the drug problem

in the state and in local communities.

3) To teach the participants that the drug problem

is only a symptom of a larger problem.

4) To make the participants aware of the role of the

school in combating the drug problem.

Methods:

1) Lectures

2) Audio-visuals (tapes, transparencies, films)

3) Resource materials (books and pamphlets)

Resource Personnel and Materials:

Guest lecturers from various disciplines were invited

to make formal presentations to the trainees. Resource

materials were also provided for all participants.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Training Objectives

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106)

Regional Coordinator:

...I really don't feel that I was successful in achieving
what I feel needs to be done. I merely designed a pro-
gram after the format of the state conference. The
participants represented those categories suggested by
the director of the state program.

I feel that I could have designed and directed a
much more effective program had I had the option to
deviate from the structure imposed upon me.
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The State Leadership Team isn't very effective
merely because they don't seem to be cognizant of or
aware of what doesn't work. I think that if we know
what doesn't work, we can look for new ways of pre-
senting information.

On the whole, I have been most disappointed in the
state program. I don't think our efforts are even
scratching the surface...

Regional Coordinator:

...As the regional coordinator, it was my responsi-
bility to see that the county coordinators did provide
factual information for teachers within their respective
counties. This program was very well organized and
easy to administer. You see, my role was one of admini-
strator. I was responsible for reporting to the director
of the state program.

I am the regional coordinator for eleven counties.
Each county has reported to have done something within
their county.

What is important is that all the students throughout
the state get factual information about drugs so they
will learn how dangerous these drugs are. I listened to
a student at the conference who said he smoked marijuana.
His reasons for doing it didn't make any sense at all.
If we can stop kids like him, we will be doing our job...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106)

Guidance Counselor:

...The regional conference was not really a training
as such. We heard different speakers talk about the
drug scene, about the physiological, psychological, and
legal aspects of drugs. They presented us with all sorts
of materials and factual information and told us that we
were responsible to bring this information back to
teachers and students. However, they didn't tell us how
to do it.

314



I

119.

They told us not to just lecture to the students,
but that is all most teachers know how to do. Just
telling them not to do that doesn't teach them how to
do something differently.

If the program was to give us factual information
about drugs, then it was quite successful. But I under-
stood that it was to do more than that and I don't think
it did...

School Administrator:

...I thought that the regional conference was excel-
lent. I learned a lot of factual information about drugs
from many perspectives. The consultants were very well
selected, for they presented the information in a most
acceptable way. It was so good that students, community
people, teachers, and school administrators were all
working together.

The best part of the program was the scheduling of
time, for people from the same counties got together to
plan what they could do back in their own communities.
We are very fortunate because in our county we really
don't have a drug problem. Consequently, drug education
will truly be a form of prevention. It's so good that
we are doing something about it before it starts...

Teacher:

...I am really happy that I had the opportunity to
participate in the regional conference. However, I
think it might have been better had more students been
involved in the program. Only about 10% of the people
there were students. In a sense, they didn't really have
a chance to get their ideas across when we were in small
groups.

The lecturers were really great. Most of our time
was spent listening to the lectures and then we were in
groups to plan what we would do when we got back to
our own counties.

Another thing that really disturbed me about the con-
ference was the lecturers kept telling us that we are
not supposed to lecture about drug information to students
and we shouldn't just give them material to read, but
that is what they did to us. If they had told us a dif-
ferent way to present this information, maybe we could
have gone back to our classrooms to do it. They told
us not to do just what they were doing.
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When we were in the planning sessions or the small
groups talking about what we would like to do when we
got back to our counties, a lot of good ideas came out.
But we didn't have enough time to plan and we haven't
gotten together since the conference.

I don't know what has been done in the area of drug
education anywhere but in my own school. I ran a 111
hour session for the teachers and I've also presented
information to my own students. But, we had talked about
so many other great things that I don't think ever took

place...

LEVEL III COUNTY TRAINING SESSIONS

Program Description

County training sessions took place in most counties,

but I learned that in each county the form of training de-

viated considerably from the design of the state conference.

Most of the participants that I interviewed participated in

sessions for teachers only and the same was true for students.

Consequently, the objectives and methods for each training

session in each county differed considerably.

Trainers: County Coordinator

Duration of Training: 5-hour In-Service Training Sessions.

Participants: 35 teachers

Selection Criteria: Mandatory

Objectives:

1) to learn factual information about drugs

2) to recognize our responsibility as teachers to

teach students about drugs

3) to provide us with materials to read and pass out

to students.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3) Resource materials, audiovisual aids

4) Small and large group discussions

Resource Personnel:

Experts representing various disciplines which are

related to the drug issue were invited to make formal

presentations. An administrator from the county admin-

istrative office also spoke on the county's commitment

to drug education within the schools.

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 100

Teacher:

...It was really just another in-service training
program. Drugs are really a serious problem in every
community and I think that it is a shame that we don't
deal with it any more thoroughly than we did.

I think that we should close down the schools for
a week and get experts from every drug related field,
ex-drug addicts, drug users, students, parents, school
administrators, and everyone working together to see
there isn't some way we can help people with drug problems.

I have known students who have been seriously hurt
by drugs and nothing that I learned in that in-service
training session would have helped me to deal with
those types of students more effectively. All the factual
information in the world can't help me do that. It
takes interaction...
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LEVEL III

Program Description

Trainers: County Coordinator

Duration of Training: 20 hours

Participants:

Teachers

Guidance Counselors

Selection Criteria: Attendance mandatory

Objectives:

1) To give the participants an awareness of the

pharmacological, physiological, psychological,

sociological aspects of drugs.

2) To give the participants an awareness of the

problem in the state.

3) To let the participants know that drugs are just

a symptom of the problem.

4) To give the participants an awareness of the

resource materials available within the school

and community.

5) To retrain the participants in the techniques of

the value approach to teaching.

6) To give the particpants some alternative solutions

to the problem of dealing with the problems of the

drug user.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Audiovisuals (tapes, films transparencies)

3) Resource materials (books, pamphlets, etc,.)

4) Discussion groups

Resources:

Resource materials were provided to the participants

for distribution to students.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106)

Teacher:

As a trainer, the teacher felt that all the objectives

had been successfully met. She attributed this success

to the level of involvement the participants exhibited

. and the loose structure the course design was modeled on.

Flexibility was built into the design to allow for alter-

native approaches to the presentation of drug education

in classroom situations.

She felt that the participants were sensitive to the

drug problem in their communities, and that this sensi-

tivity would in turn facilitate student receptivity.
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, 13.106)

Guidance Counselor:

...I learned the actual facts about how the drugs
work on the mind and the body. I also learned how little
many of the experts in the drug field know. This training
taught me how to present alternative approaches to drug
education to the teachers in my own high school. I

didn't learn, however, how to put it across to the students
as well as I would have liked.

I learned that even though students are quite knowl-
edgable about drug facts, they also have a considerable
amount of misinformation that must be corrected. I think
that this is why a lot of innocent kids get hurt by drugs.
They just don't know how complicated the whole issue is.

This again emphasizes how important it is for teachers
to have the proper information about drugs as well as a
healthy attitude toward the whole issue. Many teachers
who know the factual information can't get it across to
kids because they either confuse the whole issue with
morality or they just can't relate to kids on their
level...

Teacher:

...I am really pleased that I attended the in-service
training sessions. The woman that taught the course was
really great. She emphasized the importance of not
looking at the drug issue as a moral one and that if we
want to help kids with problems, we have to accept the
fact that they do have a problem.

A lot of kids who have problems don't use drugs and I
guess teachers tend to treat kids who they think use drugs
different from those who we know don't use drugs.

I thought the program was really great and I have
taught some of my students what I learned. I plan on
doing a lot more as well...
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LEVEL IV - DRUG EDUCATION WITHIN A HIGH SCHOOL

Program Description

One of the trainees interviewed directed a preventive

drug education program which was presented to the 9th and

10th grade students. Nine hundred of them were taking science

and biology courses. The teachers were also invited to attend.

Trainer: trained at County Training Sessions by

County Coordinator

Participants:

Students 900

Teachers 20 (approximately)

Selection Criteria:

The program was mandatory for all 9th and 10th

graders taking science courses and optional for teachers.

The teachers teaching the science courses were to run

discussion groups in their classrooms following the one

hour formal presentations.

Objectives:

1) to teach factual information about drugs from a

miltidisciplinary perspective

2) to develop decision-making skills in the students

3) to change attitudes about drugs in our society

4) to make participants aware of the drug-oriented

society we live in.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films, tapes

3) Panel discussions

4) Rap sessions

5) Class discussions

Resources:

People knowledgeable and experienced in the drug

field were identified to be used as lecturers and as

panel discussion leaders. A police officer, a former

teen-age addict, convicts from a local correctional

institution, and taped interviews with addicts were

components of the overall program.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See tabl9, p.106)

Teacher:

...I feel very good about the program and about the
students reactions to it. Of course, if I did it again
it would be done a little differently, but this is the
first time I've ever directed an activity of such magnitude.

I do wish that I had received more faculty support.
If more teachers here had been involved in the teacher
in-service training program I took part in, I'm certain
that I would have had more support. However, I must say
that the kids were great and really helped me out...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 100

Student:

...It was really great to have teachers and students
learning together at the same time. The best part of the
whole thing were the discussions we had in class with the
teacher after we saw a movie, heard speakers, or something.
We all had a chance to talk about what we thought.

It would have been better if there had been more
teachers. Sometimes in the lecture hall you felt like
you were being watched or something. It would have
been good if the teachers, all the teachers, just sat
down with us and listened.

The part I like most was when the kids and convicts
talked to us. They had all used drugs and they told us
how they got in trouble and stuff. I felt really badly
for them but now they are trying to get better. It's
too bad those guys have to stay in jail so long.

The best way to learn the stuff was to go to the
lecture and then go back to class and discuss everything.
Kids really have a lot of different feelings, teachers
too, and it's good to hear all that...

Student:

...I really learned a lot of things I didn't know be-
fore about drugs. You know, a few years ago I smoked
some grass with my brothep. He's about three years older
than me. He said that nothing would happen. I smoked it
withhim a few times after that. Like, I did it just a few
months ago. Well man, if you get caught you can really go
to jail. Some guys came here to talk with us and they
were in jail for just doing that. Man, it really isn't
worth it.

In class we had three neat rap sessions after people
told us stuff. Those discussions were great because you
could talk about anything. My teacher really didn't mad
or anything. We just said how we felt. It would be great
if we could do that in other classes. I know you couldn't
do it all the time, but when you really want to know
something or say something you think is important, it
would be great if we just could - like we did about drugs.
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There are a lot things we could learn about in
school if they would let us. Like about college, God,
sports, and stuff. You know, those things you think
about and wish you know about...

Student:

...I thought this thing about drugs was far out.
Everyone should know about drugs. There are so many
drugs people take all the time. Even the ones TV says
are good can really be bad. It's not only the ones
that you can go to jail for that are bad.

The teachers liked it too. But you could tell that
some teachers just wanted to know if we took drugs.
That kind of spoilt it. Not all teachers were like that.
Some teachers love to rat on you. You know what I mean.

I've told my parents about this and they read about
it in the paper too. There was a big story on what the
guidance counselor did. She is really a neat teacher.
All the kids really like her. We kind of helped her
out at the beginning.

Man, if all teachers were like her, no one would do
the crazy things they do like drugs and stuff...



FLORIDA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

Level I

1) To give the partici-

pants a broad picture

of the drug scene, in-

cluding the physiolog-

ical, psychological,

legal, sociological, and

pharmacological impli-

cations of drug use.

Level II

1) To give the parti-

cipants factual infor-

mation on the pharma-

cological, physiolog-

ical, legal, socio-

logical, and psych-

ological aspects of

drug use.

129.

Level III

1) To give the parti-

cipants an awareness

of the pharmacologi-

cal, physiological,

psychological,

sociological aspects

of drugs.

2) To involve school pe

personnel in complying

with the emergency School

Board of Education reg-

ulations embodied in the

law passed that all

elementary students, K-

12, be exposed to drug

education materials.

4) To make the parti-

cipants aware of the

role of the school in

combating the drug

problem.

4) To give the parti-

cipants an awareness

of the resource

materials available

within the school

and community.

3) To carry out a pro

gram of awareness of the

drug scene throughout

the State.

2) To make the parti-

cipants aware of the

drug problem in the

state and local com-

munities.

2) To give the parti-

cipants an awareness

of the problem in

the state.

4) To help the partici-

pants design a systematic

approach to effective dis-

semination of drug related
materials.
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued)

Level I Level II

3) To teach the partici-

pants that the drug pro-

blem is only a symptom of

a larger problem.

130.

Level III

3) To provide teachers

with materials to read

and pass out to

students.

5) To re-train the

participants in the

techniques of the value

approach to teaching.

6) To give the partici-

pants some alternative

solutions to the pro-

blems of dealing with

the problems of the

drug user.
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

The State Department of Education in Florida did send

a team to be trained at the Wisconsin National Training Center.

It was reported in the anecdotal data that the director had

already designed the program prior to the training of the

ten-man team. This seemed to discourage some teams from

sharing as many ideas as they would have liked, due to the

fact that they didn't feel they would be openly accepted.

The regional coordinators chosen to direct the regional

training sessions were all university professors. They

perceived their role as administrators as did the county

coordinators. They felt they were primarily responsible to

report to the State Department of Education what was being

done within their respective areas. It did not seem evident

that they perceived themselves as change agents, innovators,

or organizers of programs. Their role was primarily that of

administrators who would record activities and respond to needs

by assigning tasks. This apparently narrow definition of role

seemed to stagnate the involvement and encouragement of those

teachers and other community professionals reporting to these

administrators.

Florida reported that they trained individuals in teams,

but none of the individuals interviewed reported that he or

she was a member of a team. They seemed to be divided into

training groups merely by geographic location. There was no

evidence of anyone functioning as a member of a team.
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It was reported that groups of individuals apparently

ran workshops. However, these individuals were identified

by a description of a role and/or definition of a function

performed.

Further training in the area of the team approach,

group process techniques and organizational development skills,

is essential if the program design includes by definition the

use of teams to accomplish the stated objectives.

There was lack of adequate time for feedback - for

learning from experience. The entire design was implemented

too rapidly. Everything seemed to happen at once, e.g., all

regional training sessions took place between October 14, 1970

and November 20, 1970. There seemed to be little or no time-

for regional directors to share problems, innovations, suc-

cesses, etc. There should be time for digestion of information,

sharing of experiences, concerns, and successes.

In a few communities visited, some exciting programs were

being conducted on the junior high and high school levels.

However, too many 1 to 3 hour one-way informational lectures

were presented to large groups of students, literally hundreds

at a time, to convince me that the overall program design could

be achieving its objective of "providing the participants with

a broad picture of the drug scene, including the physiological,

psychological, legal, sociological, and pharmacological impli-

cations of drug use."



THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

GEORGIA

Dates of Interview Visits:
May 3, 4, 5, 6, 7
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DESCRIPTION OF GEORGIA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

The Advisory Council Members on Level 0, as seen

in the Program Design Map, were the trainers of the state

conference. The state conference, Level I, was designed

to train university professors and these fifteen uni-

versity professors, or the members of the state leader-

ship team, then designed university graduate courses

which were given at local universities throughout the

state. Those individuals who took these courses were the

participants of Level II, regional training sessions.

Level III, or school district training, was directed

by the trainees of the regional training sessions, Level II.

As will be learned through reading the reported data, the

formats for training on Level III varied from one

community to another throughout the State.
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GEORGIA

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level 0
Advisory
Council

Level I
State Leadership Team Confer-

ence
July 26 - August 2, 1970

(16 trainees)

Level II

Regional Training Sessions

Sept. 70 - Mar. 71
40 hours

(752 trainees)

Level III

School District Training Sessions

November 70 - March 71
Duration varied

(17,146 trainees)
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PROGRAM PREPARATION

In the summer of 1970 after the director of the

State Drug Education Program had been appointed, it was

decided by the director and other personnel of the State

Department of Education that a team would not be sent to

be trained at any of the four National Drug Education

Training Centers.

An advisory council was formed by the director of

the state program which was comprised of individuals who

would represent all of the state agencies presently in-

volved in dealing with the drug dilemma within the state.

This interagency advisory council defined the objectives

for the state conference which was the initial training

session for the State Drug Education Training Program.

LEVEL I - STATE CONFERENCE FOR STATE
LEADERSHIP TEAM

Program Description

Trainers: Advisory Council (director)

Duration of Training: 8-day live-in

Participants: 15 university professors - State

Leadership Team.

Selection Criteria

The state coordinator sent a letter to the deans

if all colleges in the state asking them to identify

possible trainees. All trainees were to have been

3.33
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involved in the drug scene in some way. There was

only one college that did not send a representative.

Objectives:

1) To make varied college professors more

knowledgeable about the total drug scene

from a multidisciplinary approach.

2) To disseminate factual information in

sociology, psychology, pharmacology, ed-

ucation, health, law, penology, and the

community drug-related subculture.

3) To develop an awareness of the nature of the

problem in Georgia - project the scene as it

is - a proper perspective of Georgia's own

scene.

4) To acquaint the college professors with

techniques to use to work with and toward the

solution of problems - rap sessions, dealing

with drug abuse on the local level, philo-

sophical approach to education.

5) To explain to the professors the total plan

for Georgia; to make them familiar with the

resources available within the state: State

Department of Education, local and state inter-

related drug agencies, preventive treatment,

rehabilitation.
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Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Group interaction

3) On-site visit

4) Resource materials - evaluation of curriculum

materials such as films, tapes, pamphlets, etc.

Resource Personnel:

Lectures and other forms of appropriate presen-

tations were given by lawyers, law enforcement

personnel, doctors, educators, former drug addicts,

and individuals involved in the youth subculture. These

consultants were available for informal discussion

following their presentations.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

A member of the advisory council felt that the council

was successful in reaching its overall objectives. He felt

that one objective which they fell short of achieving was

that of exposing the participants to innovative teaching

techniques that could be utilized on the regional level. Due

to the fact that a consultant skilled in the area of group

dynamic techniques was not hired, the trainees were not ex-

posed to a resource that would have facilitated the achieve-

ment of this objective.



Again, the major emphasis of the training was the

dissemination of factual information from a multidisci-

plinary perspective as well as the development of a realistic

awareness of the drug subculture and its components as can be

seen within the state.

The state director believed that a problem developed

from the selection that was made of the university professors

who were the trainees at the state conference. Three of the

fifteen professots trained did not return to their regions

to conduct further training sessions. The reasons given

were either that the professor himself felt inadequate to do

so or that the advisory council did not feel that the indi-

vidual professor's attitude toward the training he had

received would be conducive to the achievement of the state

program's overall objective. This objective was to provide

teachers, students, and community people with the tools to

deal effectively with the drug dilemma as it relates to

individuals as well as the total community.

TRAINEES' PERCEPTIONS OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed. (See table, p. 136)

University Professor:

...The state conference provided us with
the information we needed to conduct the
regional workshops. It was mostly factual
information about drugs and the kids that use
drugs.
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It was really hard for the lecturers
to convince all of us that we had any relation-
ship to the drug problem. Meeting the
lecturers pointed us to resources we could
use to conduct the regional workshops.

The conference changed my attitude
toward drug users somewhat. I really don't
know what part I play in the whole thing.
The conference was good in terms cf teaching
me a lot about drugs and helping me understand
it a little better.

Since there were only fifteen of us at
the lectures, we were able to ask questions and
discuss the topics. This was really good be-
cause, if there had been more people in the
audience, we would not have had the oppor-
tunity to learn as much as we did.

Without this conference, I would not have
done the things that I have done. I would
have had no idea of how to start. Now I can
back myself up with factual information.

When I said that I would go to the
state training session, I had no idea that I
would have to go back to my university to
teach two courses. I think we should have
known that this is what the State Department
(of Education) expected of us before we even
went.

I would like to say that if the State
Department were going to do this again, they
should: 1) give us the state leadership
team, the 15 university professors, more
instructions as to what they want us to do at
the regional workshop, 2) teach us how to do
what they wanted us to do, 3) teach us how to
function as a team so we can train others in
teams like they want us to do.

I think that this year was just a
beginning. I learned from my own mistakes.
I need to know a lot more about how to do the
things they want us to do, and the things I
want to do. I hope we can learn from the
mistakes we made...
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University Professor:

...The director was most successful in
achieving his objectives. This was primarily
due to the fact that the people who went to
the conference did not have any personal or
emotional biases about drugs. We were all
relatively ignorant about the drugs that
kids use so we could just accept the facts
as they were presented to us.

Many excellent resource people pre-
sented lectures to us. They made good
presentations and it was our responsibility
to build on what we learned from them.

One of the people who spoke to us was
a doctor who works with kids that use drugs.
He has a house right in Atlanta where the
kids come for help and hang around. They
live there too. The whole group of us went
to visit this place after the doctor told us
what he was trying to accomplish and how he
was doing it. After seeing the really sick
kids on the street and in the house, some of
the professors felt that there was nothing
anyone could do, that they really didn't
want any part of it.

When someone feels that the situation
is hopeless, they oftentimes just withdraw
and reject the possibility of having any
positive effect on helping with the problem.
In our program this on-site visit weeded out
the people who felt that they were really
unable to deal with the whole drug scene.
For others, this visit really allowed them
to realize how important it is that we get
really involved with dealing with the
whole problem.

This was a very moving experience for
me because in that house I met a student who
was really messed up by drugs. He was a
student that I had had in class a year ago.
In class he did well, he was on the baseball
team and appeared to be a guy who was very
sure of himself, I began to wonder if I
could have done anything to prevent him from
getting where he is now. Maybe if I had tried
to get to know him better then, helped him
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out with things that may have been bothering
him, maybe he wouldn't be where he is now.

I also feel that the lectures were too
long. If it hadn't been this way, there
would have been more time for group inter-
action. We would have had an opportunity to
get to know each other better and this is
what we really needed...

University Professor:

...The cognitive approach to the drug
problem from a multidisciplinaryper-
spective is the only one that works and
this is what we do. We developed a team
(group) of people who are very well-in-
formed of all the facts concerning the
drug issue.

The on-site visit was most worthwhile
because it made me aware of the realness of
the drug problem. I felt so badly for those
kids who have ruined their lives through
drugs.

I think that if everyone, kids and
parents, knew about the effects of drugs,
that is, medical and legal, we would not
have the problem that we have. I don't
think it's all that important to look at why
kids take drugs; it's that they do that's
important. We have to teach kids to learn
from the troubles of their friends.

I think the state conference taught me
some things, but I had the same ideas about
drugs and kids before I ever went to it.
The only way we can deal with the problem is
from a factual point of view. That is the
way we looked at it at the state conference
and that is why it was so good. This is
the approach to the entire State Drug Ed-
ucation Program, the common philosophy of
the state leadership team, and for this
reason the program has been most successful'
throughout the state...
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LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainers: State leadership team, university

professors.

Duration of Training: One academic semester, 40

hours, 3 credit graduate course.

Participants:

Students 20%

Teachers 60%

Community professionals, nonprofessionals 20%

(parents) at the request of the State

Department of Education.

Selection Criteria:

The local school superintendents, at the request

of the State Department of Education, sent out letters

informing school principals within their district of

the program. Teachers, students, and community

people who were interested were informed that they would

receive three graduate credits for the course which

would be taught by a professor from a local university.

The name of the university sponsoring the course in

the district was given. Final selection for course

participation was made on the district level.

Ols'ectives:

1) To give factual information from a multi-

disciplinary perspective.

2) To bring about positive attitudinal changes.
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3) To assist in the planning for the

implementation of the drug education program.

4) To acquaint individuals with materials

available - factual information.

5) To expose them to workshop materials - films,

resources.

6) To expose them to guest speakers.

7) To get them to realize their responsibility to

disseminate this information.

8) To get them to come up with a probable solution

to the problem - preventive and rehabilitative

measures the best we can do.

Methods Used:

1) Lecturers, questions and answers

2) Guest speakers - consultant-lecturers

3) Audio-visuals - evaluation of

4) Large group discussions

5) Small group discussions

6) Some group dynamics

7) Resource materials

Resource Personnel:

Consultants from local levels were hired to serve

as guest speakers. The university professors taught

the course at the expense of the university. However,

travel expenses for these professors were paid through

the state drug education program funds.
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EVALUATION OF TEAMS' SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN REACHING TRAINING OBJECTIVES

The subjects interviewed were individual university

professors who attended the state conference. They were

not trained to function as a team, but as individual

professors teaching a course within the university system.

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

University Professor:

...I thought I was relatively successful
in reaching my objectives. What I did was to
present factual information to my students,
the trainees, and then they were to develop
a plan to bring back to their community.

The students seemed to be interested in
the topic. I invited consultants in to speak
on their specialities as they related to the
drug problem. A doctor, a lawyer, a phar-
macist, college students, and someone from the
State Department of Education all came in to
speak to my students. They seemed to enjoy
this and I feel that having these lecturers
come in was the most advantageous thing I did.
I could have never presented the information
from all of those areas as well as they did.
This was the first time I ever did that in
any of my graduate classes.

The teachers and the high school students
that were in my class couldn't really
communicate as well as I had hoped they would.
In a way, it seemed like the youth and adults
look at every issue differently. Sometimes,
in fact most of the time, I did the talking
and when I broke the class into two groups,
I would have the teachers and community
people in one group and the students in
another. After, I would have them report the
groups' reactions to issues. I did this be-
cause the other way too much time was wasted
on little issues that they couldn't agree on.

I am not sure what the students I trained
are doing now because the course is over. I

know they had plans to do some different things.
Some of the students decided to work together
and others said they would do projects on their
own. All I know is that each one of them had to
plan on doing something... wg3
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...I don't know how successful I was in
achieving my objectives. I did the best I
could. I played the tapes I had of the
lectures I heard at the state conference.
The students took notes and discussed the
facts presented by the lectures. I also
gave lectures to clear up some of the
information presented on the tapes in the
area of physiology. I was well equipped to
do this since my background is in biology.

The high school students who .took the
course did not do as well or contribute as
much as the adults. The information seemed
to be too complicated for them. This could
have been my fault because I really didn't
know how to use them that well. It was very
difficult for me to give everyone the same
information when the youth were there. Yet,
the youth were an important part of the course.

I think that if I had learned more about
how the State Department of Education wanted
me to do what they asked me to do, it would
have been a better course. I just did the
same thing to my students as they had done to
me. The state conference director didn't
have to deal with all the problems I had to
deal with. You see, at the state conference,
we were all university professors and in the
regional workshops we had teachers, high
school students, and community people. I also
didn't have the resources available to me that
the director of the state conference had. I
didn't have the money to hire consultants or
as many resources to utilize in our community
as the director had in Atlanta, the major city
in the state.

I think our training was good, but when
you consider what the Advisory Council and the
State Department of Education wanted us to do
it wasn't good enough...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Teacher:

...Before I took the course at the
university, I had no idea of how serious and
complicated the drug problem really was. I

learned of the problem within the state and
especially in our own town through the various
consultants and the excellent resource materi-
als, such as, books, articles, films, etc.,
that the professor gave us.

The discussion groups were good because
you had a chance to hear about how other
people felt about drugs and about the law. It

was very obvious that the high school students
and young teachers had real different
attitudes than some of the older people. In a
way, I wish that had not happened because you
hate to see the generation gap in action. In
fact, it really gets me mad because I know
that age really should have nothing to do with
problems like these.

-r

I think that the consultants or people
who came to speak to the class should have been
screened or something. Some of them were
really bad. They just presented fact after fact,
gave their opinions all the way through the
lecture and then didn't give us a chance to
give our opinions about what they were saying.
The next time we got together, that is, a
week later, we could share our opinions but
by that time you forgot the gist of your
reactions.

But, I still think the course was really
]good. I feel as though I learned an awful lot

that I can share with my 7th grade students...

Community Professional: (public health nurse)

...I feel that there should have been more
students in the course. Maybe I should say
'youth' because we were all students in a sense.
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These are the people we really have to educate.
It seems to take so long for teachers to learn
something, then for them to learn how to teach
that and finally, for them to do it. But, when
you teach a group of students something they
and their friends want to learn about, they can
spread it faster to other students than
teachers can.

Teachers and adults have a way of talking
together so that students can't really get into
the conversation. This happened a lot in our
class.

The guest speakers were really good and
they taught us a lot about the facts. This is
really important to know.

I'm really glad I took the course. It is
so important to try to help people with problems.
All these big social problems we have has to do
with the fact that we don't help people enough.
We just don't seem to be good enough to each
other. Maybe this program can be a beginning...

After the university professors conducted the 3-

credit, 40-hour+ graduate course on the regional level

(regional training) these trainees (students, teachers,

community people) returned to their own communities to con-

duct various types of training sessions within local

districts and local high schools.

Some of the activities which were directed by Level II

trainees will be described along with the comments of their

trainees.
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LEVEL III - SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainer: Teacher who was trained at the national

level.

Duration of Training: 1 1/2 hours.

Participants: All teachers in the high school.

Selection Criteria: Mandatory for all teachers.

Objectives:

1) To present factual information about drugs.

2) To inform them of the dangers of drugs.

3) To stress the importance of not moralizing.

4) To provide them with resource materials to

share with their students.

Methods:

1) Lectures

2) Resource materials

Resource Personnel:

Teacher: "I did it alone."

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Teacher:

...I think I did a good job and feel that
I accomplished as much as I could in the time I
had. It would have been much better had the
teacher been able to take the course sponsored
by the university, as I did...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subject Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Teacher:

...I would not really consider this any
type of training. A fellow teacher merely
presented us with some information
about drugs, told us whereto go for more
information if we wanted it, and told us what
she was going to do in her classes. It was
interesting but I really didn't learn anything
I didn't already know...

LEVEL III - SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainer: Teacher trained on Regional Level (Level II)

Duration: 15 hours of training.

Participants: 530, 7th grade students.

Selection Criteria: Mandatory for all 7th grade

science students.

Objectives:

1) To present factual information about drugs

from all areas e.g., legal, medical, social.

2) To teach students the dangers of drugs.

3) To facilitate the students' decisions not to

take drugs.

Methods:

1) Lecture (question and answer)

2) Films and tapes
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3) Large group discussion

4) Small group discussion

5) Assignments to be done in teams

6) Tests on factual information

Resource Personnel:

It was all the materials I got from the

university when I took the course. I also had copies

made of some of the material for the students. I

established a section in the classroom library on

drugs so the students could bring in material they

read in magazines as well.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Teacher:

...The students really learned a lot
about drugs that they didn't know before.
I found them most interested in the topic
for they were very willing to discuss the
issue. They also were anxious to make
materials, that is, posters and write
stories to share with other students who
weren't in the class...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Student:

...I knew more stuff about drugs but there was
a lot to learn and she taught me a lot I didn't know.
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Community:

...I really can't evaluate the whole
program because each member of the team
(1 student, 2 teachers, 1 community person)
presented a different lecture and we didn't
always go to each others. However, I did
get a letter from one of the mothers saying
that they enjoyed the program very much...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

No trainees interviewed.

LEVEL III - SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainer: Teacher trained on the regional level

Duration of Training: 5 hours

Participants: 27 elementary school students

Selection Criteria: Mandatory for those in the class.

Objectives:

1) To make them aware of drugs.

2) To teach them factual information.

3) To teach them to make decisions concerning

drugs.

4) To take information home to parents.
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Methods:

1) Lecture (questions and answers)

2) Teacher, student discussions

3) Show and tell

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

f.

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Teacher:

...I believe that the measures I took
were preventative. The students seemed to be
most interested in the topic and I think this
is because I tried not to make any value
judgments about drugs and drug users. I gave
them the information and asked them to think
about these things. For many of these
students, this was the first time they ever
thought about drugs, much less how drugs
affect themselves and others.

I feel that drug education is badly
needed and that more teachers, parents, as'
well as the students have to learn about
drugs and the role they play in our lives...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136)

Student:

...I think our teacher wanted us to learn
that he doesn't want us to take drugs because
they can kill you if you take an overdose, that
people are only supposed to take drugs when
they need them, that some drugs are legal and
some are illegal, and that just becausesome
people take drugs that doesn't mean that we
can or that we flhould.

350



I think that it is good to talk about
drugs and learn about drugs because we might
really hurt ourselves badly without even
knowing that we are, if we don't know about
drugs.

I told my family all about what we learned
in class and my mom and dad think that it is
really good that our teacher teaches us about
this stuff. My mother didn't know all about
what he said until I told her. My mother
wants our teacher to tell all parents and all
the students in the school about drugs. She
thinks that would be really good...
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GEORGIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

LEVEL I

1) To make varied college

professors more know-

ledgeable about the total

drug scene from a multi-

disciplinary approach.

LEVEL II

156.

LEVEL III

2) To disseminate factual

information in sociology,

psychology, pharmacology,

education, health, law,

penology, the community

drug-related subculture.

1) To give factual

information from a

multidisciplinary

perspective.

4) To acquaint indi-

viduals with materi-

als available, factual

information.

1) To disseminate

factual information about

drugs.

3) To develop an aware-

ness of the nature of the

problem in Georgia -

project the scene as it

is - a proper perspective

of our own scene.
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2) To inform them of

the dangers of drugs.
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GEORGIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.)

LEVEL I

4) To acquaint them with

the techniques to use to

work with and toward the

solution of problems: rap

sessions, dealing with it

on the local level,

philosophic approach to

education.

LEVEL II

3) To assist in the

planning for the im-

plementation of the

drug education program.

7) To get them to

realize their respon-

sibilities to dissem-

inate this information.

LEVEL III

5) To explain the total

plan for Georgia: to be-

come familiar with the

resources available within

the state - State Dept. of

Ed., local and state inter-i

related drug agencies, pre-

ventive treatment and

rehabilitation.

8) To get them to

come up with a probable

solution to the problem,

preventative and

rehabilitative measures.

2) To bring about

positive attitudinal

changes.
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3) To stress the impor-

tance of not moralizing.



LEVEL I

GEORGIA

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.)

LEVEL II

5) To expose them to

workshop materials,

films, resources.

158.

LEVEL III

4) To provide them with

resource materials to

share with students.

6) To expose them to

guest speakers.
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

The decision not to send a team to a National

training Drug Education Center was one made by the

director of the state program ialong with other

personnel from the State Department of Education. Some

of these decision-makers had attended a National Drug

Education Conference in Chicago during the spring of

1970 and upon returning to their home state felt that

they could identify a sufficient number of in-house

experts to design and implement the state drug education

program ithout spending the money to send a team to a

National Training Center.

Consequently, the advisory council was formed to

design and implement the state drug education program.

The state conference, designed to train fifteen university

professors, was the first so-called training session.

The impression was that, at this point, having university

professors alone interacting during the learning process

was a decision which hampered the achievement of the over-

all objective, which was to train students, educators,

and community people. The most effective way to train

people is to have them experience what the training is

designed to achieve. The consultants were knowledgeable

in their respective fields and apparently accomplished their

goals. However, there was obviously not a balance of

content and process. This can be learned through reading

the comments of the university professor, whose task it was
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to design and direct the regional training sessions

which were graduate courses being offered through the

Department of Education in respective universities or

colleges.

In the fall of 1970, the second phase of the state

program unfolded, that is, the drug education courses

were being offered at various universities. Each of the

professors, in a sense, did their own thing, i.e., after

the state conference, they went back to their respective

universities to conduct their graduate courses. It is here,

at the onset of the program, that it is evident that

the concept of the team approach did, in fact, not take

place. Theoretically, or on paper, it was stated that all

trainees were being trained in teams but there is no

evidence of this.

Students, community people, and educators were in-

vited to participate in these courses. All categories of

trainees indicated that some students appeared to be

reluctant to participate in a graduate course that was

being offered to teachers. Students could understandably

feel inferior prior to any interaction. The same held true

for some community nonprofessionals. In a sense, there was

almost a built-in exclusion of people not formally educated

through our college educational system.

These students, educators, and community people

identified to participate were from local school districts,

or the same geographic areas. However, it was not mandatory
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or strongly suggested that all team members be assigned

the task of designing a drug education program to

implement upon returning to their own communities. For

the most part, the participants interviewed returned to

their communities to do their own thing again as did the

university professors.

The types of activities they designed were primarily

a one-man show, i.e., teachers worked with other teachers

and students. Students trained in the regular sessions,

working on the community level with other teachers and

community people, were not identified and were not

interviewed.

Further training in group dynamic techniques or how

to work with various professional categories for the pur-

pose of achieving the overall objectives of the program

would be strongly recommended. Most subjects interviewed

on all levels stated this need. In the discussion of this

need with members of the advisory council, the council

members indicated that this type of training will be planned.

The primary activities recommended are:

1) Training in group dynamic techniques at all

levels;

2) Training in the development of organizational

techniques for community projects on all levels;

3) Designing follow-up and feedback sessions;

4) Developing the team building concept and training

of participants actually to function in teams

following training.
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

Dates of Interview Visits:
April 13, 14, 15, 16



DESCRIPTION OF MAINE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Maine's Program Design Map shows us that a team

was sent to the Adelphi National Training Center. This

team returned from Adelphi to implement a program

modeled after the training it had received. The director

of the state program, along with the other team members

and hired consultants, served as trainers at the Level I

state training sessions.

Level II, community and school district training

sessions, were run by the trainees of the state level

sessions. These trainers modeled the sessions after the

training they had received.

The trainers of Level II training, in turn directed

the Level III or local community training sessions.

Support was received from the trainers who had trained

them. Page of this state report shows another map of

some of the activities which took place on Levels I and II.
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MAINE

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level 0'

ADELPHI

Level I

State Training Sessions
Nov. 1970 - Mar. 1971

7-day live-in

(199 trainees)

Level II

Community and School District
Training Sessions

Dec. 1970 - April 1971
Duration - varied

(341 trainees)

level III

Local Community Training Sessions
Dates not reported
Duration - varied

(number of trainees not reported)
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PROGRAM PREPARATION

During the summer of 1970, three individuals

were selected by the State Department. of Education

to attend the Adelphi University National Drug Education

Training Center. Upon returning to the state in August,

they began the implementation of the program design they

had drawn up at Adelphi.

One of the state team members trained at Adelphi

decided not to remain with the project. The other

two state team members began to put the design into

operation. They were assisted by the commitment and

professional expertise of the secretary who also had

administrative abilities. Two trainers on the Adelphi

team were hired to serve as process consultants. Other

individuals with training expertise were also hired to

function as group leaders at the 7-day live-in training

sessions held in Poland Springs, Maine. The first of

the three state training sessions began on November 1,

1970.

Following these three state level workshops, feed-

back conferences were held for teams within various

regions of the state. These 1-day, 9 1/2 hour confer-

ences were designed explicitly for retraining, discussion

of community program designs, problem solving, discovery

of alternative approaches, and other various organizational

development techniques and group dynamic techniques.



LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainers: State Team trained at National Training

Center, and consultants identified by

the state team.

Duration of Training: 7-day, live-in sessions.

Participants:

Students 40%

Educators 30%

Community professionals and non- 30%

professionals (parents)

Selection Criteria:

The state team established criteria for the

selection of all categories of participants. Letters

were sent to local school district superintendents

requesting them to select potential district

trainees in accordance with the criteria which the

state team had established. The team from each

district should include:

a. A teacher who is young, and who understands

the youth culture.

b. A classical teacher who is very much a part

of the school establishment.

c. A student who is typical of the student body.

d. A student who might be suspected of being a

drug user.
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e. A community representative who is in-

volved with youth in either a pro-

fessional or social capacity.

Objectives:

1) To expand the Adelphi University philosophy

of drug education.

2) To give the participants up-to-date factual

information on drug use and abuse.

3) To instruct the participants in program

development, in community-school action

programs, in alternative strategies to

implement program designs, and in functioning

effectively as a team.

4) To give the participants the necessary skills

to be able to identify resources in their

communities, to put into operation community

program designs.

5) To enable the participants through the

development of the following skills:

problem sensing, problem solving, utilization

of group dynamic techniques, implementation

of organization development techniques.

6) To allow the participants to become aware of

their own humanistic needs, as well as those

of others.

7) To expose the participants to innovative

classroom teaching techniques.
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8) To develop skills in specific methodology

for screening and evaluating drug

materials.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3) Video-tapes

4) Group dynamic techniques (role playing, trust

walk, fish bowl, scaring concerns, alter ego,

non-verbal communication, prescriptions,

descriptions, monads, dyads, triads, talking

behind your back, rap sessions, etc.)

Resource Personnel:

Consultants in the areas of pharmacology, physiology,

psychology, sociology, law enforcement, social work, and

drug addiction were invited to present factual infor-

mation in their areas of competency. Members of a

resource consulting team functioned as group leaders and

directed the group dynamic techniques as well as the

organizational development techniques.

TRAINERS JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165)

A state team member felt that the team was successful

in reaching its objectives. He attributed this success to

the identification of the excellent resource persons who
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served as consultants and lecturers. The processes

utilized in the training proved to be most effective in

terms of achieving the desired effects.

...The training I received at Adelphi broadened
my perspective of the various alternatives
which could be studied and operationalized in
order to achieve our program objectives. I

believe our program uniqueness can be attributed
to our flexibility. Each workshop has been
more effective than the one preceding it.
The program has been increasingly far-reaching
due to trainee or participant feedback which
has been so constructively shared and openly
accepted.

Considering all these factors, the true
commitment of all the resource personnel,
regular staff, and trainees, the program could
be nothing but successful. There is still
much that has to be done. We will expand our
design, for we have up until this time and
this recognition of growth is our most valuable
asset.

I, along with other Stat4.-! Department of
Education personnel, feel that this program
has been the most effective in-service training
program our teachers have ever had the
opportunity to participate in. The feedback
of teachers and school administrators has been
so very encouraging.

I feel that it is the balance of the
content and process which has allowed for our
success. Teachers, students, school admin-
istrators, and community people, have so very
much in common. It is the commonality which
we try to emphasize. The human relations
approach facilitates our capitalizing the
many similarities people share. We build
upon the individual's personal, as well as
professional, strengths...

A consultant interviewed felt that this program was

the most dynamic he had ever been involved in.

...I have never experienced such a strong
feeling of concern, empathy, love, and
appreciation. All of the staff and the parti-
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cipants seem to be working so arduously toward
common goals. Hassles are just faced, dealt
with, and dissipated. Its a beautiful thing
to be part of...

Consultant:

...The data reported through the utili-
zation of pre-test, post-test instruments
was most encouraging, that is, to both the
participants as well as the team itself. We
have felt very encouraged at the amount of
factual infOrmation gained by our participants
after just one week of training.

I don't feel that the state drug
education program can be looked at as a panacea
for the answer to all drug-related problems,
but I do feel that it is answering many personal,
professional, and academic needs of individuals
from all age brackets, socioeconomic levels,
colors, professions, life styles. It is doing
something and that something is needed in our
society, in our communities, in our lives...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165)

Teacher:

...I enjoyed the training. It was the
best thing that has ever happened to me.
At one time, I was most concerned about the
'student-teacher gap.' Now I know that
there is no such thing. There is only a
communication gap if you let one be there,
if you build one. It was worth more than all
the college courses I've ever taken. I can
walk into any class now and be a real teacher.
Three months ago I didn't know what a real
teacher was.

We truly got to know and understand
ourselves in a different way. It has built
up my self-confidence. It freed me of my
inferiority complex. I'm so very happy
about this.

When I got back here at school, I was
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so afraid that I'd get back into the rut I
was in before. It's now been over a month
since the training and I'm still holding
my own. I don't ever want this to go
away.

If there could have only bean more
time spent there. The whole thing went
by so terribly fast.

Could you imagine if every teacher
went through this training and learned what
I learned? That would be something else!
You know, that would really be a great
idea. Two weeks before school starts if
teachers, students, parents, principals
could get together, go away like we did
and plan the year to come and get to know
and love each other as we did. That is
really a dream!

I really did learn a lot of stuff
about drugs. Like I mean, real factual
information. That is very important to
know, but it can't compare to the impor-
tance of one getting to know himself and
others...

Teacher:

...At first, I tried to figure out
what was happening. I knew community
people were going to be at the training
session, but I couldn't figure out what
they would be doing there. I guess I just
didn't know - because it wouldn't have been
one-half as good as it was without them
there. They play such an important role
in our community and I had really never
thought about it before. The guy in our
group was a policeman. The kids grew to
love him so much. The whole thing was
just unreal. Now he comes to the school
to rap with the kids about different
kinds of problems.

People are really funny. I'm including
me in that. I never realized before that
I had most kids in one set and really
treated them all pretty much the same way.
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I guess that since I started teaching, I
never took the time to look at kids outside
of the classroom - outside of the one
relationship I had with them, that of
teacher.

The people that ran the training
session were really excellent. They gave
each other and everyone of us all the help
and attention we needed. They would stay
up as late as they felt people needed them
to. They really knew everything about
drugs. Nothing was left out...absolutely
nothing.

The director of the state program is
a man who is highly respected in our
community. He had the total support of
our school board, our superintendent, the
vice principal and even went to the training
session. If this type of experience could
be had by everyone, I don't think that
we would have half of the problems we do
have in our society. If one week of this
type of experience can make me, one indi-
vidual, so much stronger, committed to
people with needs different from my own,
more open to kids, to my own wife, it
should be given top priority...

Community:

...I got to know people as people.
The communication skills taught me how to
talk, to listen, to hear. We learned to
really communicate with each other regard-
less of age. There were no barriers at the
end of the week. You could feel trust.
The kids really grew to trust me. They
talked with me about all sorts of things.
The fact that I was a policeman didn't
seem to matter anymore. They just saw
me as me.

This experience was the greatest thing
that has ever happened to me. I've been a
policeman for 15 years and I've gone to
every kind of training program I could
possibly attend. The police department sends
men for all types of training. Well, this
program was the best I ever went to. When
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I got back, I told our captain that every -
policeman should go through it.

Another thing I learned was that it
is really important to know why a kid
violates the law. I used to think that the
most important thing was that he did
violate the law. Well, if you know why
maybe you can help him not need to.

The greatest thing that happened which
has changed my life is the name some kids
gave me, 'super-chief'. That is really
what they call me. They call me that when
they see me walking my beat, directing
traffic. That has really changed me. Now,
I feel that I am the kind of policeman I
always wanted to be.

Yes, we learned all about drugs. The
people that gave us talks and stuff really
know everything. The kids know a lot too,
but drugs aren't really a problem. That I
learned, too. The whole mess with drugs
are really problems of people. If every-
one could just give time to help each
other out...

This thing should just go on,and on,
and on. The world would get better and
better because everyone would feel happy,
important, and strong like I do now...

Student:

...It was great being on the same level
as everyone. No age stuff, no one made you
feel like just a kid, a dumb student. I
learned it! It really happened! I learned
that drugs aren't bad. People who use drugs
maybe don't use them right and there's the
problem.

I overcame my dnagerous shyness. I was
so shy that I hardly opened my mouth the
whole first day. I really felt like I
didn't want to be there, I wanted to go
home. Man, was that stupid.

Now I'm not afraid anymdre. I'm not afraid
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of drugs, of people, of teachers, of
kids, of anyone. I'm just not afraid.
They got rid of that. I don't know how!
It just happened. They taLght me and I
did it - I came home and made it happen.

I learned to get to know a person
before I judge him. I used to call all
the policemen 'pigs'. That's how mean
I was, but then I didn't know what I
know now. I learned to stand up and say
what I feel. I learned what happiness
really is. I learned how to get insight
into people.

I learned all that after I learned
how bad it is to be shy like I used to be.
It was not only bad for me, but for other
people too, because I just kind of sat
around and didn't say anything.

One of the teachers from my school
went too, and she and I talk a lot about
what we learned. We are on the same team
and work really close together, but she
and I really know each other. It's so
great knowing her, having her around...

Student:

...Because of the way they presented
the materials, they conditioned us to the
ideas they later presented. Everyone
wanted to learn. They wanted us to learn.
They wanted us to learn that there really
wasn't a drug problem; but that everyone's
personal problem caused people to be on
drugs. They wanted us to learn everyone's
opinion about the situation - a wide range
of ideas and thoughts about the whole issue.

I learned why everyone is not like me.
People who are not like me are really good
too. I didn't know that before. My ideas
are not always the same as someone else's
and that's good. Bringing all these
differences together is what can make life
really happy and beautiful.

I found myself asking why people act
the way they do. I can watch my family talk



176.

together and try to figure out what makes
them do the things they do. I look at
people more as human beings rather than
one big machine.

There really should be more training
sessions. I have really grown up. I wish
all my friends and teachers could go. I

find myself thinking more about people
and why they do things. I would help
everyone with their life - their attitudes.
It would keep us from putting everyone in
the same bag.

It would really help to get away from
the regular school claisroom attitude. It
would be great to get into a fish bowl -
to sit and talk and learn together. You
really learn a lot from other people, and
that's what I want to do.

I really learned a lot about teachers
and now I know that many of them are great
people who care about us. Now I can get
help from teachers and other students. Now
I can help them too. You really need to
help each other today. I can learn a lot
more because I know that they really want
to teach you - to help you...

Student:

...It was great. I have never shared so
much with different types of people. I got
a renewed interest in communicating with
people. I learned that I could do something
to influence people. I had more power in
helping people within myself. I got a very
good feeling in being able to relate to
people on a very deep level. The whole
thing was really a most rewarding experience.

I am more in touch with myself-less
inhibited in communicating one-to-one level.

This program should just continue and
continue as many times as possible because it
is just the best thing. It is such a more
personalized and effective way of teaching -
no doubt about it.
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I didn't ever think that
and care as much as they do.
about their responsibilities,
I'm more willing to work with
understand them much better...

teachers feel
Now I think
duties, etc.,
them. I

LEVEL II - COMMUNITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT
TRAINING SESSIONS

Program Description

Trainers: Trainees of State Training Sessions.

Duration of Training: Ranged from five, 3-hour evening

sessions per week to a series of

3-hour meetings three nights a

week for three weeks.

Participants:

Students 40%

Educators 30%

Community 30%

Selection Criteria:

Individuals from within specific communities who

wanted to attend the workshop were invited with the

provision that they were committed to attend all of the

training sessions and had some intention to do

volunteer work in some capacity with drug-related

action programs within their community.

Objectives:

1) To expand the Adelphi philosophy.

2) To share factual information on the legal,

physiological, psychological, and pharma-
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cological aspects of the drug issue.

3) To make participants aware of the need for

improved communication skills and a greater

understanding of the professional roles

represented by participants.

4) To establish lines of communication between

teachers, students, school administrators,

parents, and other community people.

5) To become aware of the need for all indi-

viduals to be a part of the solution to the

drug dilemma.

6) To develop in the participants an open-

ended individual commitment to do something

as a member of a team upon returning to their

community.

7) To allow the participants to view themselves

as a unique integral component of a team.

8) To bring about a team commitment to a

particular task upon returning to local

communities.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Group dynamic techniques

3) Organizational development techniques

4) Resource materials
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Resource Personnel:

Resource persons were identified in the

community and local school district. These included

consultants from multidisciplinary fields who

served as lecturers in their fields of specialty.

In addition, resource persons were identified in

the form of interested community professionals,

nonprofessionals, and parents who were willing to

commit themselves to particular tasks in order to be

a part of a solution to a problem.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165)

The following design was one drawn up by members of

a local team that were trained together at the state

training session. All of the listed activities were

directed by the trainers and trainees of a local community.

When team II, trained also at the state training

session, returned to the local community, it was decided

that this team would maintain its autonomy by directing

activities that were different from those being directed by

team I. Each team would support the other when needed, but

the importance of team autonomy appeared to be a very real

concern of team members interviewed on each team.
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Again, it must be stressed that activities directed

by each local team on Level II varies somehwat from the

objectives and activities of the other teams in different

communities.

School Administrator:

...The state session provided our team
with a model to use for training on the
local level. Each team member had a defined
role and responsibilities in the over-all
fifteen hour training session. We did our
best to provide the trainees with as many
varied learning experiences as we had had at
the state session. Of course, this was an
impossible task due to time constraints that
we had to face.

I feel that we were most successful in
achieving our purposes when you consider the
constraints we were working with. The feed-
back evaluation by our trainees provided us
with much of the positive effect they
experienced as well as with further infor-
mation on how we could improve the program
the next time we presented it.

Many of our trainees are involved in
diverse activities which have been out-
growths of the community training session.
Some of these activities include: rap
sessions, learning sessions, meetings with
other community organizations, counselling
groups, etc.,

I feel that this program has had a
great impact on our community. Its effect
can be felt within the school setting as
well as within the community as a whole.
It would be most helpful if we could get
more support from the State Department of
Education. However, when you consider all
of the teams within the state, it is
difficult to understand just how a staff of
two people can keep in such close contact
with so many individuals.
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During all my years in the field of
education, I have never been as
intricately involved in a program that
has had as much impact on the local level,
on teachers, students, community pro-
fessionals and other educational support
personnel.

It's been a fantastic experience...
truly affecting hundreds of individuals...

Guidance Counselor:

...The success of this program can be
seen through the activities that have taken
place since the first community training
session. Our trainees were truly made
aware of the drug dilemma, its potential and
actual effects on individuals, youth as well
adults, and their individual roles within or
outside of their professional capacities.

I have never experienced being such a
pivotal figure in any community project and
I must say, I have never seen our community
react so acceptingly to any educational
program or project that has ever taken place.
Of course, I've never been exposed to such
an effective project myself. I can't believe
how kids, teachers, parents, all get in so
heavily, become so committed, exhibit so much
concern, and share so much energy.

The one pitfall I see in our community
is the lack of time we are able to give to
each other. We have stimulated so many
good ideas people want to implement, more
than we seem to be able to find the time
to do. We are doing an awful lot, but there
is so much more to be done. If we could only
really turn on the whole community -
everyone...
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165)

Teacher:

...The drug problem is much more
encompassing than I had ever realized. The
inability of teachers and adults to commu-
nicate with youth, especially youth with
problems, is much more serious than I
realized before. I am now beginning to
understand what the youth are trying to say,
to. have us hear, to do. It seems unbelievable
that for all these years I have never really
thought so much about this.

The drug problem is a serious one, but
now I'm aware that there are many other
problems in our lives, and sometimes it is
these individual problems that cause the
drug problem...

Teacher:

...I learned to be a bit more tolerant
of people. I became more aware of other
people. I always knew that other people were
important, but I don't think I knew how
important or maybe I didn't think that they
were as important as me. That is a real
difficult thing for me to admit.

I also learned a lot about drugs, factual
information about drugs like medical
complications, peer group pressure, society
itself

Communication is so important. In our
society, we really don't give the whole idea
of communication enough attention.

Every teacher should have to go through
this type of training. Not only teachers,
but students, parents - everyone...
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Community (parent):

...I have six children and this training
really helped me see my older children,
especially my teenagers, in a different way.
My kids' friends often come over to talk in
our kitchen and stuff, but I never really
took the time to sit and listen to them.

This program really helped me understand
them better, the stages they may be going
through, the problems they are facing, the
things they are thinking about, and some of
the ways I can help them. It was just so
great listening to how honest these kids are,
how much they are willing to share, how they
gave, and that they really do want our help.

I think that a lot of kids' problems
boil down to the lack of love. A lot of the
kids that have serious problems, don't feel
that they are loved, don't feel that they
can go to anyone to share their problems with.

I heard one of the students say that
parents don't show love to anyone but little
children - not to each other or young adult
children. They just show really physical
and emotional love to children, babies. This
is unbelievable - but you know, it might be
true.

This type of learning is so important,
so necessary. Everyone needs it...maybe
they don't know it, but they do...

Community (nurse):

..I sat down and really talked with kids
for the first time. I learned that only
people can solve the drug, dilemma. I learned
facts about drugs, but more important than any
of that, I learned about me.

There are a lot of things people told me
about myself that I didn't know before - good
things and things that weren't so good. I had
a chance to hear and to talk.

Every community in the county should go
through something like this. We should take
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time out to think about ourselves, our
friends, our children. We never seem to
think enough about what others need.

We need many training centers. We
should have enough for everyone to go to.
We need it...

Community (parent):

...I learned so much about the problems
the kids have today. I learned how serious
the drug problem is in some communities. I

learned many facts about drugs and how many
drugs there are. I learned how to relate to
other people. We need to work here together
in order to prevent the drug problem from
becoming more serious. It's now that we have
to start preventing it from becoming real
serious.

I also learned how to relate to my own
children better. Now I want to understand
them better. To tell you the truth, I
didn't think I could really understand them
because I didn't think they wanted me to.
Now I know I need to help them grow and I
learned that kids want help in growing...

Community Professional:

...I learned not only to listen, but to
hear what the young people were saying. I

learned that I used to generalize too much.
Long hair meant drug abuse, and hippie meant
drugs to me. I am learning differently now.
I feel that I have become more broad-minded.
I don't stereotype so much now.

Through the training, I developed a
personal one-to-one situation with people I
didn't know. I sort of learned that I wasn't
very trusting. I trust the young people more
than they trust me. It still baffles me. I

really can't understand why.

I think there should be a little more
continuity from one session to another. We
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wanted to get more out of it. Because of
the length of time, we couldn't go as
deeply as we would have liked. There was
little lack of communication in terms of
what was going to happen next. We just did
not have it together as far as the next
group was concerned.

I learned how the people came in
contact with drugs. Each user of drugs
has different reasons. There is no set form
or pattern. This is why it is so hard to
treat the problem. The young people know this
so that when there is a drug education program
in the schools, they sometimes know more than
the educators. That is why teachers, students,
and parents should all learn together...

Teacher:

...In every way it was a valuable
experience. I learned everything I wanted
to know about drugs. I already knew a lot.
I've been working in this area for a great
while. But, I also learned a lot about
psychology, sociology, and people.

I learned that drug abuse is a people
problem. The training helped us to relate
to and to understand each other better. We
need more time for organization.

Too much money would ruin the program;
but we do need some. We could go to help
other communities, and they could help us...

Student:

It helped me to know a lot more about
people. I learned how to relate to people on
all age levels. It informed me about what
different people think. The training combined
knowledge of people, and understanding, with
the communication of facts.

We need to help people learn from each
other. Right now I'm thinking. I've accepted
the experience, and now I have to think about
what I can do best to help out others, my own
family, my friends - everyone who needs me...
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Student:

...We talked together, shared our
feelings, and worked together. We have
become friends. There are many people we
can learn to like, to love, if we get to
know them, their problems, their needs and
it's important to share ours with them.

I learned that other people care about
me. I have a place to go. They are pro-
viding me with an alternative to using drugs.
It keeps me off the streets. I learned to be
turned on by other people. It was worth my
walking five miles to come - to get help and
to help others.

A man once told me that I had a very
negative attitude. The next night I told him
that he wasn't really right, but that I did
understand his point. I've learned that I
have to make an effort to be accepted if I
want to help others like I feel I need help.

I used to stay by myself a lot. I'm
getting to know a lot of different types of
people. I have a wider range of friends.
I'm now attracted to people who are different,

because I can learn from them.

I don't know why we would want any
support, except community support. We are
politically involved locally, but money would
ruin the program. All we really need is more
time and more people. Then we would have
more love everywhere...

Student:

...I loved it. It was the first time I
ever had a learning experience with teachers.
I thought the teachers were going to hold
themselves in - withdraw - they didn't do
this. They always shared what they wanted to
say. I won't think of them all as being the
way I did before. I think I'll just be a
more open person.

Everybody that participated had a great
learning experience. We really want another
one and then those people will want another one.
Man, this was really a highs ...
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LEVEL III - LOCAL COMMUNITY TRAINING SESSIONS

Subjects Interviewed

Trainers: Trainees of community and school district

training sessions.

Duration of Training: Two to three sessions weekly

over a. period of two to four

weeks.

Participants:

Students 40%

Educators 20%

Community people 40%

Selection Criteria:

All interested individuals in the community.

Objectives:

1) To give the participants information about

drugs.

2) To teach the participants that the drug

problem is really a people problem and an

individual's problem with drugs.

3) To help the participants to relate to, and

understand each other better.

4) To help the participants set up alternatives

to drug abuse within the community.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Rap sessions

3) Community meetings
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Resource Personnel:

The community identified resource persons

from among interested and committed community

professionals and nonprofessionals. Those with

special expertise were able to lecture in their

areas of expertise. Other individuals interested

and committed were able to help in the planning

within the community for various ways to involve

larger numbers of people. They also planned for

activities which could bring about increased

communication between adults and students, as well

as to plan for alternatives to drug use in the

community.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165)

Training is an on-going activity, but the success

seems to be assured through the evidence of local community

support for the program and its activities.

Student:

...After going to the meetings or workshop
every night for two weeks, we started on
special committees to get other people involved.
I am on the Drop-In Center Committee and I am our
team leader. Most of the people in my group went
to the same workshop at night, but others didn't.
We are teaching the others the same things we
learned and also planning the Drop-In Center.
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We are doing what we are supposed to be
doing and we all really enjoy it. It's
really a hard thing to get a drop-in center
started and the adults on my committee know
more about how to get it going than I do,
but we are all working together...

Community (parent):

...I am working as a group discussion
leader for kids who have problems with
alcohol. They come over to my house every
Sunday for meetings, and some other adults
with similar problems come too. I still
meet with the team once during the week to
let them know how my group is going and I
hear about how their groups are going.

I don't know how we never did this
before. It was always that I wanted to help
out kids, but I guess I just didn't know how.
I wouldn't give this up for anything.

If every community could have the spirit
we have, the support we have been to each
others Young, old, middle-aged, everyone.

God, I guess, is really aliv- around here
in every single person. It's ilk' miracle.
Things have really changed since this whole
thing started about four months ago...

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT
OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.165)

Community (parent):

...At first I was a bit confused, then
half way through I was fascinated by how it
was working. It had been so tremendous.

I've learned that there is a greater
problem than I. ever anticipated. The whole
problem stems from lack of communication.
I never realized the extent of the problem.
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I've already had four people tell me about
all the drugs. The lack of communication
seems to bother them most. Kids also want
good family relations.

I learned a lot through the discussions
with the youth. Reading and TV isn't enough.
You have to hear it firsthand with the young.

If you can save even a few young people
it is worth it because they are the future
of the country. To change their attitudes
will make them better citizer..., parents...
will change others too. Something really has
to be done, and I can't imagine anything
better than the way they have started this
program. To solve any problem you have to
communicate. After participating I can see
this is the only way to approach or solve
the problem.

This is important just because of the
fact that it involves all the young people
across the country. Who are more important
to the taxpayers and the parents than their
children?

I certainly think that this is much better
than most other government programs...

Student:

...They woke me up to the fact that there
was a drug problem here. They taught how the
different categories of people use drugs -
all for different reasons - parents, kids.
We learned how the parents feel about the way
we feel.

I learned about drugs. I found out that
some of the kids have different views about
things than I do. I also learned how much I
trust people. I expected to have people talk
to me rather than me talk to them.

It's helping people to know each other.
It's helping the drug problem. It's helping
me and it's even helping my parents. My dad
thinks that I can talk better than I used to.
I don't know if he is right or not, but I do
know I feel better with people.

I wouldn't miss our team meetings for
anything...
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MAINE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

LEVEL I

1) To expand the Adelphi

University philosophy of

drug education.

LEVEL II

1) To expand the

Adelphi philosophy.

192.

LEVEL III

2) To give the partici-

pants up-to-date factual

information on drug use

and abuse.

2) To share factual

information on the

legal, physiological,

psychological, and

pharmacological aspects

of the drug issue.

To give the partici-

pants information about

drugs

3) To instruct the

participants in program

development, community-

school action programs,

alternate strategies to

implement program designs,

and to function effec-

tively as a team.

6) To develop in the

participants an open-

ended individual.

commitment to do some-

thing as a member of a

team upon returning

to their community.

7) To allow the parti-

cipants to view them-

selves as a unique

intregal component of

a team.

388

4) To help the parti-

cipants. set up alterna-

tives to drug abuse

within the community.
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MAINE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.)

LEVEL I

4) To give the parti-

1
cipants the necessary

skills to be able to

Iidentify resources in

their communities.

LEVEL II

4) To establish lines

of communication be-

tween teachers, stud-

ents, school admin-

istrators, parents, and

other community people.

193.

LEVEL III

3) To help the partici-

pants to relate to, and

understand each other

better.

5) To enable the parti-

cipants to develop the

following skills:

problem sensing, problem

solving, utilization of

I group dynamic techniques,

implementation of organ-

' izational development

techniques for the

purpose of putting into

operation community

program designs.

8) To bring about a

team commitment to a

particular task upon

returning to local

communities.

6) To allow the partici- 3) To make partici-

I.. pants to become aware of pants aware of the need

1; their own humanistic

r.

needs, as well as those

of others.

for improved communi-

cation skills and a

greater understanding

9



'1

LEVEL I

MAINE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.)

LEVEL II

of the professional

roles represented by

participants.

194.

LEVEL III

7) To expose the parti-

cipants to innovative

classroom teaching

techniques.

8) To develop skills in

specific methodology for

screening and evaluating

drug materials.

5) To become aware of

the need for all indi-

viduals to be a part of

the solution to the

drug dilemma.
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2) To teach the parti-

cipants that the drug

problem is really a

people problem and an

individual's problem

with drugs.
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 195.

In Maine's drug education program, the balance

of content and process, or drug education information

and its effect on individuals and groups in our society

was a stated objective. Another objective was to stress

what individuals and groups can do about the drug

problem. Both of these objectives were observed to have been

effectively implemented at all levels.

Every community visited and every individual inter-

viewed responded to the items on the questionnaire

relating to "What have you done?" and "What are you planning

on doing?" No one was stymied by these questions because

projects were on-going and new ones were in the planning

stages on every level imaginable.

The greatest strengths of the program that I

observed were the training the participants had in the

areas of group process techniques and in organizational

development skills. Three consultants specializing in

these areas were hired as staff for the entire 7-day live-

in state level workshops. In meeting with two of these

individuals, I learned that they had also served as

trainers at the Adelphi University National Training Center.

Consequently, they not only were committed to the process

as well as the philosophy, but they also had an in-depth

understanding of the content.

A quality that stood out so clearly in meeting with

those individuals involved in the state program was that
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not only was the responsibility of implementing the

state drug education program shared by all levels of

people, but so too was the status involved in the success

they achieved through their joint efforts. No one seemed

to be excluded and everyone interviewed seemed to have a

direction and a joint plan for action. I attribute this

to the uee of the group process techniques prior to the

exposure and deign of organizational development skills.

Each team worked on a design, which was tested, presented,

and studied. Then, and only then, was the attempt made

to implement it.

In communities where two teams had been trained (e.g.,

Houlton, Maine) at different times, the team concept re-

mained intact, i.e., each team performed a separate function,

maintained its autonomy, and functioned as an individual

unit. This preservation of autonomy in no way hindered

their cooperative efforts.

I feel that the director and his staff allowed for

planning time as well. The training sessions were spaced

so that enough time was allowed for feedback, flexibility

in design for the next program, as well as for support and

personal contact with the teams that had been trained at

the previous session. No team felt like an island, but

like a part of a family, a limb of a tree. Each time new

t.',.ams were turned out 'tu field, they received support

from other teams and arranged planning meetings with them.
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Tasks seemed to be assumed rather than assigned and

responsibility seemed to be accepted rather than delegated.

Follow-up sessions were also designed by the state

team. State team members visited communities to work

with them rather than merely check up on them.
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Dates of Interview Visits:
April 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, ',.971
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DESCRIPTION OF NEW HAMPSHIRE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

From this Program Design Map we can see that a group

of individuals were sent to the Adelphi National Training

Center. Upon their return to the state of New Hampshire,

this state team designed and directed the two state training

sessions.

Shortly after these two Level I training sessions

took place, a new state team was formed. At this time new

training objectives as well as a new format of training was

implemented.

Level II training sessions were then conducted by the

newly formed state team along with the director of the state

program who was not hired until after the initial state

training session was completed. The Level II workshops were

designed to train teachers, students, and community people

separately.
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Level

200.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

PROGRAM DESIGN MAP

Level I Training Sessions

State Training Session
60 participants
5-day live-in
July, 1970

State Training Session
60 participants
5-day live-in
August, 1970

Level 0

New State/Team

Level II I Level II

Community Training Teacher Training
8 worksho s 21 workshops

1

,

Level III

Student Training
21 workshops
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PROGRAM PREPARATION

The State Department of Eduction selected five (5)

individuals to attend the Adelphi University Drug Education

Training Center. This initial training is referred to as

Level 0 within the State of New Hampshire. Upon completion

of the institute the team of 5 individuals returned to the

Department of Health and.Physical Education to plan two,

5 day live-in training sessions to be held in the August

of 1970.

A director for the State Drug Education Program was

hired after the first 5 day live-in training session was

completed. The director attended the second 5 day live-in

training session. He found that the defined objectives,

process of training, methods utilized, and over-all

philosophy of the team's approach to Drug Education was

incompatible with his own.

Due to extenuating circumstances, four of the five

original team members trained at Adelphi University did not

continue their involvement in the State Drug Education Program.

Subsequently, a new state level team was established.

LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION

Program Description

Trainers: State Team trained at National Training

Center

3cIR
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Duration of Training: 5-day, live-in session;

July, August 1970

Participants:

Students

Teachers

School administrators

20%

40%

30%

Community professionals and non-professionals (parents) 10%

Selection Criteria:

The state team from the State Department of Education

requested by letter that superintendents of local school

districts select potential trainees from their districts.

They recommended that students, teachers, other educational

personnel, and community people be invited to participate

in the 5-day live-in institute.

Team members did feel that the superintendents did

not receive sufficient information to be able to identify

the most resourceful people within the local district.

Many individuals were taking their summer vacations during

July and August and consequently, could not be contacted.

Objectives:

1) To disseminate factual information about drugs,

2) To initiate change within the schools and

existing social service institutions,

3) To change attitudes,

4) To allow the democratic process to come back

into the schools,
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5) To allow people to experience each other as

individuals rather than merely representatives

of a role.

Methods Used:

1) Informal presentations

2) Lectures

3) Small group interaction

4) Films

5) Resource literature

6) Panel discussions

Resource Personnel:

Consultants in the areas of pharmacology, the law,

the State Police Department, a political activist, and

a transcendentalist presented lectures in the areas of

their competency. Each related his own discipline to

the drug dilemma.

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.201)

A state team member felt that the team was

relatively successful in achieving its overall objectives.

He felt that the team did not receive the support it

needed from the State Department. When reflection on these

two initial training sessions, he thought that not enough

time was spent in designing the program format, that the

participants were not properly selected, that enough
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capable and qualified resource people were not identified.

He felt that some of the participants experienced a

considerable amount of growth due to the one-to-one inter-

action they had in small group sessions and in the live-in

situation. He considered this type of dialogue to be of

paramount importance.

Another team member felt that the team should have had

control over individuals who came to participate in or

observe just one portion of the overall program. The

individuals included a considerable number of state officials

from the Department of Education and the Department of Mental

Health, members of the police force, school district admin-

istrators, as well as public health personnel. One team

member thought that the intrusion of these part-time parti-

cipants was an unnecessary form of harassment.

TRAINEES' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.201)

School Administrator:

...I learned a lot of factual information about
drugs that I had not been exposed to before this
training. This type information is essential to
understand some of the reasons why both youth
and adults use drugs.

401
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The overall program was not structured enough to
fit my needs. I often felt anxious about what was going
to happen next. I would have appreciated an outline of
the activities to come.

The most beneficial portion of the program was the
opportunity to relate to youth and other professionals
sharing a concern for the same issue, drug use. I
learned much more about why the youth feel the way they
do than I ever expected to.

I truly wish that this type of training could be
had by all teachers, students, and community people.
However, I think that the people running the program
had problems among themselves. They weren't organized
enough. More time should have been spent in planning...

School Administrator:

...There should have been more parents and community
people invited to take part in the training. The teachers
and school administrators wasted a lot of time protecting
themselves, their expected roles, rather than interactivity
with the students. This aspect of personal interaction
between adults and youth is essential, along with the
learning of factual information, if the drug dilemma is
to be looked at objectively. Being defensive helps no one.
All it allows for is further polarization.

Ways of organizing community people should have been
studied and alternative approaches discussed if people
are to return to their local areas to set up similar
programs. I don't know if this was an objective of the
program. If it was, the team was not successful in de-
veloping potential community organizers. If it wasn't
an objective, it should have been.

The most effective methods utilized to achieve the
1

objective of making people aware of individual differences CI
were small group discussions. For many people this was
their first exposure to interprofessional interaction.
This, I feel, was the most advantageous aspect of the
entire program...

Student:

This program was the only one that I feel youth will
participate in. Students, kids, need to feel like they
are a part of what teachers, doctors, other 'important'
people are trying to do to them. It's about time the big
shots realize that students, have a lot of feelings about
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what others are trying to make them into. I want someone
to help me become 'something', 'someone'. I don't want
them to tell me how to get there, but I need help in
getting there. If we could just work together, that is,
if adults could help me by listening to what I think is
important, taking that into consideration, and trusting
that what I don't know is as important as what they want
me to know. Sometimes adults make me feel like I'm
stupid for not knowing everything. This experience
taught me that some adults will listen to me and help
me understand what I need to know to become the person I
want to be.

I don't want to be a drug freak. I want to be a
person who always knows what he is doing to himself. I
want to be sensible in dealing with myself...

Student:

...I thought the program was really good but man,
some of the teachers, adults, and staff really made it
hard on the students. They wanted to talk most of the
time and tell us what they thought about our smoking
grass and stuff. If they had been more willing to let
us talk about why we may be smoking grass and junk like
that, and why other kids do, then maybe they could under-
stand it better and help kids who need help. You can't
help anyone who you make feel stupid like.

I just wish all kids could see what those teachers
went through. You could really tell it was hard for
them to try to listen. I used to think it was mostly
the older peoples' fault that kids took drugs - you
know, kids want to be cool and stuff. I defend my
friends that use drugs. I smoke grass, but man, now I
know that some of that stuff can be really dangerous.
I guess parents, adults, older people get scared for us
because they think we'll get hurt or something. Maybe
they are right.

I think the only thing we can do is rap about these
things. Just try to help each other. I guess adults
used to think I was crazy, and I thought the same about
them. I guess we were both wrong.

If there had been smarter kids and adults running
the program, I know it would have been better. I don't
know why they only had two workshops. There should be
much more. I don't know why we can't communicate better.
It's really stupid to have so many real good people in
this world and hardly anyone really knows each other...
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LEVEL II - TEACHER TRAINING, STUDENT TRAINING,
COMMUNITY TRAINING

In October of 1970 the state team was composed of a

director, one individual trained at Adelphi, and two individuals

who were not formally trained in the field of drug education.

The team could not agree upon a common philosophy which would

include similar objectives, methods of training, and an overall

state design for implementation of the state program. The

polorization within the team itself was apparent to the team

members as well as to those observing their interaction and

to those who participated in one-day training presentations.

Program Description

Trainers: State Team and Program Director

Duration of Training: Ranged from 1 - 8 hours per

presentation

Participants:

Students

Educators

School administrators

Community professionals and nonprofessionals (parents)

Selection Criteria:

The director st.ated that the team was available to

make presentations, to any groups of teachers, students,

and community people who requested them. The people were

not selected for training; rather, institutions or organi-

zations requested the services of the team.

404
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Objectives:

The director of the state program stated the following

objectives:

1) To disseminate factual information about drugs.

2) To bring an awareness of the drug problem in the

state to a level of understanding.

3) To bring about a greater understanding of the

problem today with youth.

Methods Used:

1) Lectures

2) Films

3) Questions and answers

4) Small group discussions

Resource Personnel:

Pharmacologists were used to helping in the factual

information presentations where the community or insti-

tution requested this.

I, TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201)

The director stated that he felt the team was successful

in achieving all of the above objectives. However, he believed

they were not as successful in achieving the first objective as

he had hoped because he was not able to obtain the services of

a resource person who was qualified to lecture on the pharma-

cological aspect of drugs and their effects.
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In terms of the two following objectives, the director

felt that success or failure was not measurable. Again,

emphasis was placed on the fact that the team was unable to

arrive at a common approach to the affective aspects of the

drug dilemma.

Another team member felt that most of what the team had

done was relatively useless. "In reality we are working against

each other, not with each other. It's hard to pretend. Kids

know we are not together. It is so obvious that we fight each

other. I think someone should come from the outside and help

us get it together."

A third team member just looked at the team's role as

"keeping peace." "We try hard to please each other when we make

presentations but pressure is coming from somewhere outside. I

really have no idea how we can ever really work it out. Maybe

we should all leave and someone can hire another staff. That is

almost the only humane thing to do. In a way its really kind of

a farce."

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201)

Guidance Counselor:

...In February 1970, I contacted the State Department
of Education to come to our school to speak to the
teachers, principal, school nurses and a policeman from
our community. I heard of the services they provided
through the New Hampshire Personnel and Guidance Asso-
ciation.
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It was my hope that through the dissemination of
factual information our educational staff would have a
common basis from which to work to try help kids. It
would have been helpful if we had been exposed to alter-
native approaches to teaching about drugs in the class-
room but unfortunately this was not an outcome of the
program the state team presented.

I have been working with a group of students who
have used drugs. I asked the state director if these
students could be part of the presentation. Fortunately
they agreed to talk with the teachers and about one-third
of the teachers reported to me that they felt this was
the most beneficial portion of the program.

I feel that if more dialogue and discussion between
youth and adults could take place in these types of
presentations, the outcome would be much better. I

have heard that in some communities this approach has
been used and is relatively successful. Of course, our
State Department of Education is most conservative and
I don't know if the director would allow this to happen.

In graduate courses I have taken and in my own per-

t

sonal experiences, there are methods and techniques I
have used that work much better than what this team does.
For example, role playing, sociodrama, structured
dialogue...and many other things that work. Why can't
they use this approach? The director seemed so bent on
just lectures and factual information.

You know, we are known to be a conservative state.
Maybe that is why the problem is getting so out of hand.
I guess the best thing to do is to let each school and
community do the best they can without any outside help.
I really don't know if that is the answer...

Teacher:

...A few months ago a group of people came from the
state department to put on a drug workshop for the students
and interested teachers. Just two teachers went, which
I think was just awful. They should have all been there.
The program lasted about two hours and for me and the
other teacher who went it was a very good experience.

The people from the state department gave a lecture
about the law, the physiological effects of drugs and
they talked about society as well. The students could
ask any questions they had and this was great. Usually
at these types of things students can't ask questions.

I. 407 I
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We also discussed a film that was shown. The film
was all factual information and this was good, in a sense,
if you didn't know anything about drugs. But the best
thing about the movies was that the students could discuss
with each other (and the two teachers) why they didn't
like the film. It was the first time in this kind of
presentation that I have seen that students have had
any opportunity to react.

This was a beginning of some kind of drug education
we haven't done anymore since this presentation for the
teachers. I feel that just telling students about drugs
is not enough. The teachers and parents need to know
much more in order to be able to help the students. Some
people say we don't have a drug problem here. - Well, I
don't know if we have a serious problem in comparison to
other places, but I do know a lot of kids who are using
drugs and who might really get hurt because of it...

Teacher:

...A few months ago a group of people (4) came from
the State Department of Education to present a workshop
for teachers. I guess there were about forty teachers
who participated. Lectures were presented by each member
of the group on the physiological and legal aspects of
drugs. A lecture was also given on the youth culture.
The whole program lasted about four hours.

We broke up into groups to discuss different topics
and those discussions really got heavy. You could see
that teachers are very different from each other in their
willingness to discuss such issues and in their attitudes
toward drugs.

The people from the State Department kept saying that
we should try to look at the problem or issue from an
educational point of view rather than an emotional point
of view. This was very difficult and we never really
reached the point where we could be objective. You see,
some teachers feel that anyone using drugs should be
turned over to the police and put out of school. Other
teachers would say, then we would be out of a job because
so many kids use drugs.

I think that this would have been a greater program
if we had students and parents there with the teachers.
After participating in this program and then participating
in the one for the students and also the one, for the
parents, I realized that they should have been mixed
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together. The same things discussed and felt by the
teachers were also expressed by both the students and
the parents.

Some people feel that all these groups are very far
apart and too different to get together. Well, I don't
feel this way because the differences in attitudes and
opinions in one group exist in the other groups as well.

Just talking about it now helps me see it more
clearly. If we could all work together I bet the problem
wouldn't be so bad - You know, it's not only drugs that
have to be discussed. Now, when I think about it I see
that it's maybe not just the fact that kids use drugs
but how their using drugs affects people who don't know
why they do it. - I wish we could just find time to sit
down and talk about this. I think it would be helpful to
everyone.

Do you think that someone in power could suggest
this? I guess the major problem is that no one has time
to discuss the real problems of the schools. I just do
my own thing in the best way I know how for my students.
In my social studies classes we take time and we need
even more time. I think kids are really important and
their problems must be given attention. It's too bad
people in power can't see this and try to schedule time
in for each other...

Student:

...The whole thing was a farce. I smoke grass. I've
dropped acid... I know that half the things they said
about just these two drugs are lies. Maybe not lies
because we don't really know the effects of these drugs
after a long period of time. But man, they showed us
that movie and then told us all about the law and the
effects of drugs on the body. All they tried to do was
scare us into not using drugs. It didn't do anything to
me or my buddies.

Like I don't want anyone to get hurt by drugs and
that can happen real bad. Drugs can really freak you
out but those cats are screwed up already. Like I smoke
once a week about and I dropped acid twice last summer.
Man, I don't want to do that now because I really had a
bummer and the acid around here is bad - O.K. that's
what young kids have to know. Like if they're going to
do stuff anyway, teach them how not to get wrecked

I don't know why those cats that came here to speak
did it anyway. Like a few of the guys were really
together. Like the one that rapped about the youth
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culture. I could dig him. But one guy was really an
idiot. Maybe he knows about other things but he doesn't
know anything about the drugs I've used or about my
friends.

It really kills me to hear dudes like him trying to
tell me what I'ip all about. I bet that guy never even
talked to anyone like me before in his life. I bet he
just reads books about people like me. Then he thinks
he can tell the whole world how screwed up people like
me are. Man, it really makes me sick...

Community (parent):

...It was a great thing to give parents a chance
to learn about drugs. I've read a lot about marijuana
and other drugs and I have no idea why children would
ever think to smoke it.

The movie and the two lectures were really very good.
One man told us all about the law and how much trouble
the kids can get into. I told the principal that he
should speak to all the students in the high school
because, if they knew how much trouble they could get
into with the police, I don't think they would use drugs.

Most of the people who went to the lecture were par-
ents. There were about three teachers and maybe ten
students in the whole group. If more teachers had been
there, then they could tell all the students about how
bad drugs are in their classes.

A big problem we have in this high school is that
there are too many young teachers. These teachers just
don't know how to keep kids in their place. They are
just too friendly with the kids. The principal is really
very nice and he tries hare to help the kids but I think
he is too young too.

My children, thank God, are o.k. so far but that is
because my husband and I are very strict with them.
Both my husband and I came to the lecture and the next
evening my husband and I told our children all about the
law and the police. We really scared them and told them
how bad it is and all. If every parent would do this,
maybe we wouldn't have so many problems. Kids have to be
forced not to do things that will hurt them.

As I said before, if all the students and teachers
could hear what we heard at the lecture I think it would
really help,'
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Guidance Counselor:

...I wouldn't call the.meeting I attended a
training session. All that occurred was that a man
from the State Department of Education told us (about
50 educators) that if we wanted to have a group of
people come to our schools to speak about drugs
to either students, faculty, or community, this
service would be provided for us. He merely told us
what this team had done in other communities.

It was not a learning experience for me. In
fact, the presentation made us more frustrated be-
cause it was just another approach to the entire
drug issue that has not been effective. If I
were going to expose my students to anything, it
would be to a lecture, a film, or any other form of
a didactic presentation. That method doesn't work.
I know that much, which is apparently more than the
team from the State Department of Education knows...
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS

Level I

1) To disseminate

factual information

about drugs.

Level II

2) To disseminate

factual information

about drugs.

Level III

216.

2) To initiate change

within the schools and

existing social service

institutions.

3) To change attitudes

4) To allow the demo-

cratic process to come

back into the schools.

5) To allow people to

experience each other

as individuals rather

than merely represen-

tatives of a role.

3) To bring about a

greater understanding

of the problem today

with youth.
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2) To bring an

awareness of the drug

problem in the state

to a level of under-

standing.



OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER

As was stated in the Program Preparation Section of

Level 0 and Level I, it is obvious that the State of New

Hampshire's drug program experienced many internal conflicts

among team members themselves. In fact, there was no team,

that is, if we consider a team to be a group of people func-

tioning together to work toward the accomplishment of a

specific goal.

This undoubtedly affected the design implementation

and the reporting of data in terms of what did in fact

happen within the state. There was a great discrepancy

between the data reported to the contractor and the data

gathered during the one-to-one interviews. There was not

only great dichotomy in terms of overall objectives, but also

in the area of methods used, materials provided, and duration

of training and cross section of participants. Apparently the

individual reporting the date knew what he wanted to do or

what he would have been doing (had he been able to) and

reported this, rather than what the group did, in fact, do

when they presented the drug education program.

It is recommended that the state of New Hampshire

totally redesign its drug education program, send a team to

a state training program which has proven itself to be

effective, and work more closely with the monitor of the

program. In addition, the state should hire consultants

413



in the areas of group process techniques and community

organizational development skills if the newly hired team

members do not already have expertise in these skills.

The director and the Other team members were certainly

sincere and willing to make the state program a successful

one, but obviously this goal was not realized as of May, 1971.
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TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS

This report has attempted to utilize the perceptions

of trainers and trainees to present a perspective on a

process of transmitting information, attitudes, and skills

from level to level in a state. The major portion of the

report is a record of how the individuals interviewed

felt about what happened to them and what they did as a

result of their training. In this chapter we attempt to

draw together some of the thoughts of the participants

and the observations of the interviewer, in order to seek

out ideas which may be generalizable, or at least worthy

of further study.

The major purpose _of the 1970-71 National Drug

Education Training Program was the dissemination of accu-

rate, objective information about drugs. This was the

main reason why a multiplier form of dissemination was

employed, that is, to get maximum spread for minimum input

at the top. Moreover, the program's purpose was to dis-

seminate information which would affect decision-making,

specifically, to disseminate it in such a way that it

would broaden the base of affective as well as cognitive

information upon which the individual would make more

realistic decisions in terms of his own behavior in drug-

related issues. This could be his own drug behavior, in

the case of a student, or his response to people that are

415
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affected by, or using drugs, in the case of a teacher or

other adult.

In "tracking" the flow of information however, as

was done in this study, it becomes apparent that the

information is inseparable Erom the people who pass it on.

What is being transmitted is not information alone, but

information "coated" with feelings, with understanding,

with trust and openness that makes it relevant and

capable of being accepted. The application of this

"coating", or the provision of information within this

human context, was more successful in some states than

others. There were several conditions which it is felt

contributed to this success.

1. The Use of Coordinated Efforts - A Team Approach

This appeared to be the one consistently significant

factor which could be linked to perceptions of success or

effectiveness. If all the dimensions of the problem were

to be dealt with within available resources then the human

encrgies which were potentially available had to be max-

imized.

The California program is illustrative of one in

which the team concept was utilized at all levels of

training.

In Colorado, interviews with the coordinator, other
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team members, and individuals within the state brought

out the fact that there was a variety of opinion concerning

the team concept. Some persons trained together were

actually functioning as teams. Others felt that, though

they had been trained as a team. they were not functioning

as a cohesive unit. In some instances, trained indi-

viduals were simply "doing their own thing."

In New Hampshire, Georgia and Florida it was gener-

ally believed that a team approach was being used. How-

ever, although the word team was heard frequently, there

was no identifiable instance where a group who had been

trained together as a team was actually functioning as a

team upon return to the local community. However, in

Maine, California, Delaware, and parts of Colorado, persons

interviewed did, in fact, state that they were part of a

team and as a team member had certain responsibilities

and tasks which they accepted and were willing to be

held accountable for. Team members stated similar

objectives, as well as similar methodology, in the training

sessions their teams had designed and were implementing.

2. Team Building Through the Training Experience

Team motivation, or the desire to operate cooper-

atively, usually requires that a team of people have

jointly experienced similar feelings and shared common goals.



The team building concept must be built into the

training experience through the use of organizational

development as well as group process techniques. As is

indicated in this study, the team approach does not emerge

as a result of merely grouping individuals from various

professions or from similar geographic areas within a

state.

In some cases, the expanded team concept was used.

This concept meant that when the team returned to the

local community, they would invite other local community

people to join them in the design and implementation of

the local project. This sharing of status and control

with "non-team members" seemed to affect negatively the

cohesiveness of the original team. The one-to-one

support system seemed to lose some of its original effect.

3. Understanding of Purpose

It seems unnecessary to say that a critical condition

of success is that everyone know the purpose of their

efforts. Yet, as Charles Silberman pointed out in Crisis

in the Classroom ... what is mostly wrong with both the

schools and society today is "mindlessness - the failure

or refusal to think seriously about educational purpose"...

Some states were able to articulate their overall

purposes quite well. This was evidenced in their ability
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to establish selection criteria for participants. In

the states of Maine and California all participants on

Level I and II of training were made cognizant of the

objectives of the training, i.e., what methods would be

used, what they could expect as a participant and what

would be expected of them after the training. Colorado

also had clearly defined selection criteria on the state

level but this did not seem to filter down to the lower

levels as it did in California and Maine. This may have

been due to the expanded team approach which, as

mentioned earlier, was utilized in Colorado on the school

district level.

Defined and understandable objectives have addi-

tional value for the creation and commitment of teams.

The relationships which tie individuals to one another

are established in terms of common needs, tasks or purposes.

In defining their complementary roles in terms of the

same end point, the team members were, in effect, contrac-

ting with one another for mutual support. Without this

contract, "teams" in several states functioned as indi-

viduals. On the other hand, the trainers in the states

of Delaware, Maine, Colorado, and California directed

attention in the training sessions to the importance of

team functioning and allowed the individual team members

to discover their responsibility as members of a team.
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Apparently, a clear understanding of purpose makes it

possible for the teams to "do-their-own-things" in

defining the tasks they have to undertake to achieve

their goals. This appears to give them a sense of

ownership and reinforced commitment.

4. Training in Interpersonal Development - Group Dynamics

Maine and Delaware had one outstanding feature in

common which can be seen in the anecdotal data. Both

states, besides having sent teams to the Adelphi National

Training Center, also put emphasis on the cognitive as well

as the affective domain through the utilization of various

group dynamic techniques. This was done in order to pro-

vide factual information and to strengthen the communi-

cation skills of the participants. The utilization of

these techniques allowed for an in-depth exploration of

the attitudes of each of the participants as well as a

clarification of the values which they seemeq to feel

were important to them. Through this process of getting

to know and understand each of the team members, the

trainees were able to begin to function as a team.

5. Training in Organizational Development

The task which evolved in each state was not simply

one of passing along information or of training the trainers
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of trainers. Personnel at each level had to be given the

skills to develop and implement effective programs.

As it turned out in most of the states visited,

the existence of these management skills could not be

taken for granted. Help in defining purposes, relating

tasks and responsibilities to them, and identifying local

resources was called for by indiViduals in every state

including those that were making an attempt to teach

these skills, or at least model them in their behavior.

People in California, Maine, Colorado and Delaware wanted

comprehensive help to learn more about how to organize,

how to implement, how to assess needs in their local

communities, how to bring this program back to others in

their schools and communities. In one way, the expression

of this additional need could be seen as a success

measure for the programs they had been exposed to. It

stands to reason that one is not motivated to expend the

energy to design, direct, or implement a program which he

himself has not benefited from. The need for these types

of organizational skills was most acutely realized after

the trainees had been exposed to the type of effective

drug education program that they wanted to share with

others in an organized fashion.

In the specific instance of the Colorado program

these skills, along with group dynamic training, might have
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helped to re-create relationships when teams expanded to

take in new personnel at the local levels.

6. Trial and Error Experiences During Training

With the type of interpersonal and organizational

skills being transmitted in this program it appears

essential that participants have an opportunity to

discover what does not work as well as what does. This

should preferably happen during the training so that a

broad range of correcting alternatives can be explored.

One of the problems related to this which was reported

by Florida participants is the lack of adequate time for

feedback when training programs are scheduled too close

together.

7. Duration of Training

Although there is little in the anecdotal material

to support this last condition, the observer expressed a

feeling that the use of continuous or concentrated periods

of time enhanced the effectiveness of several of the

programs. When information can not be dealt with apart

from feelings, attitudes and relationships it is especially

important for there to be adequate time for individuals

to be together. A single 40 hour block of time facilitates

this whereas 40 hours over 8 weeks interposes too many

interruptions.
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Summary y

Some causative factors making for success or failure

in selected state programs have been identified.

The use of an interdisciplinary training team appears

to be an effective way to maximize available state training

resources. Team members should be trained together if they

are to accept full responsibility for executing team tasks.

Further specific team building skills should be taught.

The importance of clear communication from a State officer

to local districts about the purposes of a program is evident.

Where objectives are established and transmitted to lower levels

of administrative responsibility, programs are more likely to

succeed.

The explicit training of managment skills appears to

be a factor contributing to state program success -- at least

in those states where bonefide team training was the mode.

These conclusions are tentative and based on limited

data, yet it is hoped they will prove useful to the improvement

of state programs and the continuing redesign of the federal

program.
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